





















Other Publications by Madhukar Thompson: 


Books 

• Enlightenment: An Outbreak 

• Enlightenment? Who Cares! 

• Teachings en Route to Freedom 

• Enlightenment: Never Found — Never Lost* 

• The Gentle Hammer and the Friendly Sword 


Post Card Books 

(Sets of cards taking a light-hearted look at different 
aspects of spirituality and the search for Truth) 


• Enlightenment by Airmail 

• Enlightenment a la Carte 

• Zorba 'n Buddha Your Way to Freedom 

• Of Jewels, Pigs and Freedom 

• The Seeker and His Search * 

• Meditation* 

• Enlightenment* 

• Master!* 


* Publication scheduled for July 1999 



ENLIGHTENMENT 

MAY OR MAY NOT HAPPEN 


tfaCf^s on (EnCightenment 'with 
(Ramesh S. (BaCsehcir 


Edited by 

Madhukar Thompson 




All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or 
by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying, recording, or by any 
information storage and retrieval system without prior written permission from the pub¬ 
lisher or his agents, except for the inclusion of brief quotations in a review. 


Copyright © 1999 by 
Madhukar Thompson 


Published in India by 
NETI NETI PRESS 
8 Sheetal Apts. 

Kawedewadi - Koregaon Park 
P. O. Box -194 
Pune - 411001, India 
Tel./Fax: (91-212) 603338 
E-mail: neti_neti@yahoo.com 
www.neti-neti.org 


Printed by: 

MUDRA 

383 Narayan Peth, Pune - 411030, India. 


ISBN 0-9665245-1-9 



Dedicated to Ramesh S. Balsekar, 
and to every seeker of Truth 



The Neti Neti Press Logo 


The logo of Neti Neti Press symbolizes the non-duality of subject and ob¬ 
ject. All objective phenomena — including all forms and concepts — arise from, 
and dissolve back into, pure Subjectivity. The words “Neti Neti" (literally “not 
this, not this") remind us that this Subjectivity is indescribable. 

The scarecrow — a silent and ever-vigilant guardian — wards off all attempts 
to define It by “landing" concepts in Its immaculate, ineffable purity. 

Drawing its life from mud and water, the lotus blooms untouched by both. 
It represents the flowering of objective, phenomenal appearance that is ultimately 
identical with the pure Subjectivity from which it comes. 

The full moon's witnessing serenity symbolizes the one pure Subject, im¬ 
partially illuminating and permeating all phenomenal appearances. In Its rays, 
the duality behind all conflicts and differences is dissolved; they are shown to 
be nothing but Its own expressions, and are therefore not other than It. The moon's 
cool light thus evokes the peace, fulfilment and contentment of enlightenment — 
the simple realization of one's own Self. 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 


This book appears as part of the impersonal functioning of Totality or 
Consciousness or God. For a book to be published, and brought to the world at 
large. Totality brings about interactions and cooperation between many different 
human instruments which prompt and assist each other according to their 
destinies. As part of this impersonal process, the body-mind organism called 
"Madhukar" has been made to feel deeply indebted to all those whose concerted 
reactions to "outside" (i.e. God's) impulses have culminated in the object which 
you, dear reader, hold in your hands at this present moment. Madhukar hopes 
that he may be forgiven if he mentions only a few of them by name. 

Top of the list come Ramesh S. Balsekar — the guru and preceptor — and all 
the seekers whose incessant inquiries drew answers from him and thus 
occasioned the conversations contained herein. 

Next comes Mohan, a true brother, who was so unstinting in his help and 
generosity; his organizational advice and unwavering support are deeply 
appreciated. 

Especially heartfelt thanks go to Dominic Harbinson (a.k.a. Guruta) who 
carefully pointed out numerous mistakes, made many excellent editorial 
suggestions and offered honest and invaluable advice about all aspects of the 
work in progress. Madhukar feels very fortunate to have a sub-editor who is not 
only skillful and understanding but who also "feels." 

Madhukar would also like to thank Harish, Sushila and Unclekoteji for 
refining the cartoons and lending them touches of artistry. 

Special thanks go to Munish for his indomitable willingness to lend a helping 
hand in times of computer-generated distress at almost any hour of the day or 
night, seven days a week. 

In addition, Madhukar would like to express his gratitude to Joji, Biji and 
Sudhir for their patient and painstaking help in shaping the text, graphics and 
cartoons into form. 

Last but not least, Madhukar extends his love and gratitude to Sushila whose 
steadfast friendship, love, inspiration and enduring encouragement was 
inestimable. 


Madhukar Thompson 
Pune, January 1999 





Biographical Notes. 15 

Introduction. 17 

Questioning and Answering: a Non-dual Event . 23 

Chapter 1 

1.1 Of Thyself Thou Cans't Do Nothing ... 25 

1.2 Enlightenment by Airmail. 27 

Chapter 2 


2.1 The Two Levels of Understanding: Level One, Total Personal 
Responsibility for One's Actions — a Healthy Ego; 

Level Two, "Thy Will Be Done" — No Ego Exists. 31 

2.2 Spiritual Experience: "Stop it! You Haven't Felt Your Pain Yet!" ... 34 

Chapter 3 


3.1 The State of No-Thought ( manolaya ): a Must for Enlightenment; 

The Destruction of Personal Doership ( manonasha): Enlightenment 36 

3.2 Self-Inquiry is not a Trick or a Bomb. 39 

3.3 Does God Evolve?..... 41 

Chapter 4 

4.1 If Concepts are not the Truth, are Lord Krishna's Concepts 

the Best Half-Truth?. 43 


Chapter 5 

5.1 The Acceptance of Life as it Comes Results in a Mysterious 

Spiritual Alchemy: Tolerance and Generosity. 45 

Chapter 6 

6.1 "Come unto Me, and I Will Give you Enlightenment": The Fake Guru 56 

6.2 Silence is the Highest Teaching: The Ten Commandments 
versus "Thy Will Be Done" 


57 














Chapter 7 


7.1 The Talks Hammer the Same Teaching Repeatedly. 61 

7.2 A Name of Christian or Sanskrit Origin — Attachment just the Same 66 

Chapter 8 

8.1 Prior to Consciousness. 67 

Chapter 9 

9.1 The Suitability of the Guru: Keep trying on rings 

until you find the one that fits . 74 

9.2 You Cannot use the Understanding as a Tool. 77 

9.3 Spiritual Powers: Impediments to Spiritual Progress. 78 

9.4 Soham : The True Meditation... 80 

Chapter 10 

10.1 Rajneesh, Krishnamurti, Poonjaji, Gangaji, Andrew Cohen — 

They All Ramble Along .. 86 

10.2 In the Presence of the Guru, Something is Being Done 

for the Spiritual Progress of the Seeker.. 91 

10.3 To Give Sermons, Buddha Built Monasteries — 

His Disciples Misused them for Practice. 92 

10.4 Pseudo-Gurus: They are Part of What-Is . 94 

Chapter 11 

11.1 The Large-Sum Gratitude . 96 

11.2 The "I-Am"-ness is Also a Concept: Nirvana in Action is Samsara 97 

11.3 In the Case of the Sage, Consciousness Identifies Itself — 

But Not as a Personal Doer. 101 

Chapter 12 

12.1 Enlightenment is not Permanent Happiness; It is the Absence 
of Involvement in Happiness and Unhappiness — 

Happiness and Unhappiness will Continue after Enlightenment . . . 105 

Chapter 13 

13.1 In the Personal Dream, in the Living Dream, and in a 
Past-Life Experience: The same "Me" 


107 
















13.2 Everybody Dead or Asleep: No Manifestation. 108 

13.3 The More You Want, The Less You Get. 110 

Chapter 14 

14.1 Money And Enlightenment Don't Go Together. 112 

Chapter 15 

15.1 Identification is Part of the Mechanism of Phenomenality. 114 

15.2 The Beginning and the End of the World: For the Individual, 
Instantaneously Every Day; For Manifestations, Billions of Years 116 


Chapter 16 


16.1 Practice and Meditation: You Cannot Produce States 

of Less or No Thought, or of More Witnessing. 119 

16.2 Physical and Mental Health: A Must for the Successful Seeker. 122 

16.3 The Human Being: Master of Life and Death?. 123 

Chapter 17 

17.1 If Everyone were Enlightened.... (Speculations Welcome). 126 

Chapter 18 

18.1 There is no "Who" to Die. 128 

18.2 Spiritual Philanthropy According to the Sage . 130 

18.3 The Big Amount: Ramesh as a Seeker. 133 

18.4 Acceptance of What-is: Life Will Not Change. 136 


Chapter 19 


19.1 The Guru Asks: "Why do you come to me?" 

The Seeker Answers: "I want Enlightenment" . 137 

Chapter 20 

20.1 The Arising of Gratitude in the Seeker, And his Urge to Give_ 145 

20.2 Guru-Hopping: Ramesh as a Seeker. 147 

20.3 Consciousness is One: There is Nothing for Consciousness 

to Experience . 149 


















20.4 The Experience of Oneness is not a Necessary Condition 

for Enlightenment. 

20.5 Be Still and Free of Thoughts: Be Free of the Thinking Mind 

20.6 Manifestation Exists Only in the Instant that It is Observed. 

20.7 The Fear of Death and the Fear of the Process of Dying- 


151 

153 

154 
157 


Chapter 21 

21.1 Ramana Maharshi did not Build the Ashram, 

He Supervised its Construction. 160 

21.2 The Seeker's Only Remaining Hopes: The Presence of the Guru, 

and Pleasing the Guru. 161 

Chapter 22 

22.1 What Was Wrong With Helga?. 164 

22.2 Does Enlightenment Happen to Everyone at the Moment of Death? 165 

Chapter 23 

23.1 Isn't it God, Disguised as a Seeker, Who is Concerned 


with Enlightenment?.. 168 

23.2 When Questioning Stops, Silence Happens; 

When Silence Happens, Seeking Stops.. 170 


Chapter 24 

24.1 Is Daniela Seeking God? God is Seeking God through Daniela .... 172 


24.2 The Fake Guru: Judging him is to Judge God. 173 

24.3 Life Means Choosing: Choosing As If You Have Free Will. 177 


24.4 Is "Ten Miles" Ten Thousand Years Or Eternity? — Manifestation 179 

Chapter 25 


25.1 The Sage: Neither Accepting nor Rejecting; Although there is 

Choice and Decision, there is no Concern with the Consequences 183 

25.2 The Three Types Of Guru. 184 

25.3 Mozart and Ramana Maharshi: The Fruition of a Process 

of Many Lives..... 185 


Chapter 26 


26.1 Advice Given by the Guru May Turn out Good or Bad: 
That too is Destined. 


190 

















Chapter 27 


27.1 Seeking Truth and Learning Golf: Practice is a Must. 194 

27.2 Darshan with Various Gurus — Let Us See what is to Come; 

Will there be an "After Ramesh S. Balsekar"?. 197 

27.3 From No Free Will to Total Free Will: A U-turn 

in the Teachings of Rajneesh. 206 

27.4 Slaves of the Functioning of Totality: Both the Sage 

and the Ordinary Person. 209 

27.5 The Teaching is Useless unless It has some Relevance to your Life: 

The Credit Card Path to Enlightenment. 211 

Chapter 28 

28.1 The Open Secret: Acceptance of What-Is. 222 

28.2 A Banker, But An Honest Man. 224 

Chapter 29 

29.1 When Somebody Is Judging Somebody, Isn't It God Judging God? 225 

29.2 Total Awareness and Total Action at the Same Time: 

An Impossibility. 228 

29.3 Addiction: When it Comes it Comes, When it Goes it Goes. 233 

Chapter 30 

30.1 Buddha Teaches: "Events Happen, Deeds are being Done, But 
there is no Doer Thereof." And Yet He has Tens of Thousands 

of Disciples in Monasteries . 235 

30.2 Does the Teaching Make Life Easier for the Seeker? 

Easier —Yes; Simpler —Yes and No. 237 

30.3 Therapist to Client: "You are Responsible for your Life, 

Therefore You can Change it." 

Guru to Seeker: Your Life will Change if it is so Destined. 239 

Chapter 31 

31.1 The Seeker's Motivation To Meet The Guru: Entertainment, 

Curiosity, or Total Earnestness. 242 

31.2 "You will be Enlightened." Is the Sage Just Saying it? 

Or Does He Know for Sure?. 243 

















31.3 "I Am That" or "All There is, is Consciousness" or 
"Everything that Happens is God's Will" — 

Choose Whichever Concept Suits You Best!. 246 

31.4 Free Will and No Free Will: Contradictory Concepts 

Taught by a Confusing Guru. 248 

Chapter 32 

32.1 Sitting in Silence with the Guru: Is it Passing Time, 

Meditation Practice, or a Teaching?. 251 

32.2 The Most Powerful Methods: Self-Inquiry and Surrender. 254 

32.3 For God and Man, There is no Present and no Future — 

Only the Past Happens. 259 

32.4 Your Output isn't your Action—It's God's Action . 262 

Chapter 33 

33.1 On Any Path, No Path, or the Wrong Path — Enlightenment 

Can Happen at Anytime to Anyone. 262 

33.2 "How Should I Make Decisions and Lead my Life?" Two Valid 

Questions Arising from the Teaching "Thy Will Be Done". 265 

Chapter 34 

34.1 Consciousness Cannot Understand An Object: 

Consciousness Is All There Is. 271 

34.2 Memory and Mind — Different Faculties. 273 

34.3 Staying in the "I-Am," at Work and in Daily Life — 

Acting without the Sense of Personal Doership. 276 

34.4 With the Appearance of the Manifestation, the "I-I" Becomes 

the "I-Am"; the "I-I" and the "I-Am" are not Two. 280 

34.5 The Only Question: "Am I Seeking, or is God Seeking?". 282 

Why Enlightenment May Or May Not Happen. 285 

Epilogue. 287 

Glossary. 291 




















Ramesh S. Balsekar (r.) with Madhukar Thompson in Bombay 


Biographical Notes 

Ramesh S. Balsekar was born into a devout Hindu Brahmin family in Bom¬ 
bay, on May 25,1917. After his studies at the London School of Economics, he 
joined the Bank of India in 1940. He rose to become the bank's General Man¬ 
ager, and retired after thirty-seven years of service. Sri Balsekar married Sharda 
in 1940, and they raised three children. 

Although Sri Ramana Maharshi (whom he never met in person) was one of 
his most important spiritual mentors, his personal guru for more than twenty 
years was Sri Vithal Rao Joshi who lived in Pune, a city some 180 kms south¬ 
east of Bombay. Sri Balsekar met his second and final guru - Sri Nisargadatta 
Maharaj - in Bombay in 1978. One year later, during Diwali (the Hindu "festi¬ 
val of lights"), Sri Balsekar attained enlightenment in Maharaj's presence. On 
September 6, 1981, Maharaj passed away, and Sri Balsekar began teaching in 
his own right. Since 1987 he has taught at public seminars held in Europe, the 
USA and India. He has also written ten books on the teachings of Advaita 
Vedanta. 

Sri Balsekar meets seekers and answers their questions every morning 
from 10:00 a.m. to 11.30 a m. at his residence in Bombay (Mumbai). During the 
last half-hour of these sessions, devotional songs ( bhajans ) are sung in his pres¬ 
ence. Sri Balsekar's address is: Gamadia Road - Sindhula Bldg, (off Warden 
Road, near the French Consulate), Mumbai - 400026 (tel. 0091-22-4927725). Sri 
Balsekar is affectionately known as "Ramesh," and is addressed thus by his 
devotees and other visiting seekers. 








Madhukar Thompson's first-hand experience of Eastern spirituality be¬ 
gan in the early seventies while travelling in India and South East Asia from 
1971 through 1973. Eventually, in 1980, he devoted himself whole-heartedly to 
the search for enlightenment, and was initiated into neo -sannyas by Sri Osho 
Rajneesh. He spent the next twelve years in his guru's communes in Pune, 
India and in Rajneeshpuram, Oregon, USA, but when his master died in Janu¬ 
ary 1990, Madhukar had still not found enlightenment. 

In 1991 he travelled to Lucknow, India, to meet Sri H.W.L. Poonja and, 
soon after, became one of his close disciples and personal assistant. On several 
occasions, Sri Poonjaji declared that Madhukar was enlightened but eventu¬ 
ally, in 1993, feeling that his search was still incomplete, he left Sri Poonjaji and 
spent the next three years travelling all over India in search of a guru who 
could help him to realize final and total enlightenment. It was during this pe¬ 
riod that he met Ramesh S. Balsekar, moved to Bombay and stayed with him 
until 1996. 

Madhukar has lived in India for the past 10 years, and during this time he 
has compiled extensive audio and video recordings of his conversations and 
interviews with Sri Poonjaji, Sri Balsekar, and several other Eastern spiritual 
masters and teachers whom he met in the course of his search for enlighten¬ 
ment. This material is currently being prepared for publication by Neti Neti 
Press, a publishing company he founded in 1998, in the hope that the inter¬ 
views and the close personal exchanges it contains will assist other seekers in 
their search for truth, peace, enlightenment, and understanding. 



I met Ramesh S. Balsekar for the first time in July, 1993.1 rang the doorbell 
of his apartment in the Warden Road district of Bombay, and Ramesh himself 
opened the door. He greeted me and led me into his study, offering me a seat 
on a small bench facing his armchair. After we had made ourselves comfort¬ 
able, I introduced myself and he asked, "What can I do for you? Why have you 
come?" "I am seeking enlightenment," I replied. "I am ready to do anything to 
reach this goal. I will do whatever it takes. I am ready to steal or even to kill 
my own mother — if I can only attain enlightenment. Can it be done? Can I do 
it? Just tell me how! How did you do it?" He answered, "Who is seeking what? 
When you understand the 'who' and the 'what' in your question, your search 
will come to an end." 

This book is about the who, what, when, where and how of the spiritual 
search and its fulfillment in final enlightenment, and about the protagonists in 
this process: the guru, and the disciple or seeker. When I first met Ramesh, I 
had been seeking spiritual liberation or enlightenment wholeheartedly for four¬ 
teen years. Throughout this time, I was driven by the conviction that "I" would 
be able to make enlightenment happen, provided I put enough dedication into 
the endeavor and followed the instructions of my guru totally in every point. 
I had made every effort to do so. In fact, I had been so thoroughly absorbed in 
work for my various masters, and in the meditations and spiritual practices 
they prescribed — all directed towards the ultimate goal of enlightenment — 
that, in all my time as a seeker, I had never seriously entertained the possibility 
that I might fail to attain enlightenment. 

Ramesh shattered the illusion underlying this conviction at our very first 
meeting. He sat there, calm and relaxed in his armchair, and told me: "The 
search for Truth and its fulfillment in enlightenment is, like any other event, 
merely an event in the impersonal functioning of Totality, God, Consciousness 
or whatever you want to call it. The individual with the sense of personal free 
will, volition and doership just doesn't exist. Buddha expresses the same truth 
with the words, 'Events happen, deeds are being done, but there is no doer 
thereof.' Because it so destined, or so willed by God or Consciousness, the 
occurrence of enlightenment may or may not happen in the case of the body- 
mind organism Madhukar. That is why no power on earth can hasten or hinder 
the event of enlightenment from happening. Ramana Maharshi used to teach 
the same truth to the seekers of his time by saying, 'Your head is already in the 
tiger's mouth. There is no escape.'" 

As Ramesh spoke, the truth of his words became abundantly clear. All 
doing and seeking was suspended. I simply listened and understood. There is 
no doer or seeker with an individual separate entity, no "me." There is merely 




this body-mind organism named Madhukar, functioning in and as part of To¬ 
tality. Who, then, could set the goal of enlightenment and strive towards it? Of 
all the millions of people who, throughout the ages, have earnestly sought 
liberation, how many have actually made it, or rather: how many have been 
"made" enlightened by God or Totality? I realized that if God so wills it, I 
cannot help but become enlightened — even against my own will (which doesn't 
exist anyway!) — no matter what I do or don't do. 

Ramesh went on: "The seeker already is what he is seeking. What the 
seeker is seeking, is seeking! The seeker and his seeking are that which is sought. 
To understand this fact intuitively in the heart is enlightenment. Understand¬ 
ing is all." His words made my seeker's mind spin. It lost all its reference 
points, and stopped. My heart sang and rang with joy and relief as the Truth 
sank in; a deep understanding occurred in an instant of oneness beyond time. 
And yet what I heard that day, and what I understood, did not suffice to make 
me walk out of Ramesh's living room never to return. In my case, it turned out 
that the search had still not come to a complete halt. 

"If you want to hear more of the teaching, come tomorrow!" Ramesh in¬ 
vited me. Yes, I wanted to hear more, and how much so! I came to hear him 
speak the next day, and the day after that. I had then to return to Pune, a city 
some 180 kms south-east of Bombay where I was living at the time, but over 
the next two years I visited Ramesh perhaps a dozen times in all. I also partici¬ 
pated in, and video-recorded, the two-week seminars he held at Kovalam Beach, 
Kerala, India, in 1994 and 1995.1 made two documentary video films on Ramesh 
and recorded many of his talks in Bombay either on audio or video. For read¬ 
ers who are unfamiliar with Ramesh's teaching, I should point out that these 
talks were not lectures or discourses. His teaching sessions are more like open 
discussions, or easy-going conversations in which he and his audience interact, 
sharing their experiences and clarifying issues related to the spiritual search 
through questions, anecdotes and comments. 

At the end of July 1995, I asked Ramesh if he would allow me to move to 
Bombay and live there, so that I could attend his talks on a daily basis. He 
agreed. I rented a room near his house in the Malabar Hill area overlooking 
the ocean and, from September 1995 onwards, I was able to attend all the talks 
he gave over the next six months. But it soon became clear that I couldn't just 
sit there in his room every morning listening to the talks. My gratitude and 
enthusiasm for the teaching compelled me to serve Ramesh and his devotees in 
some way. So I began to make audio and video recordings of the teaching 
session's I attended, providing duplicate tapes for fellow participants when 
requested. I also made transcripts of some of the talks I had recorded, xeroxed 
them, and laid them out in Ramesh's study, so that visiting seekers could take 
copies if they wished. 

These documents, entitled Talks in Bombay were well-received and, seeing 
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this, I suggested to Ramesh that it might be helpful if I compiled the talks into 
a book. I sought his approval for doing so, and he replied: "I welcome the idea. 
There will be many repetitions though. But in this kind of talk, repetitions are 
acceptable. Even the questions will repeat themselves. However, the same ques¬ 
tion will elicit a different answer each time because they are asked in a differ¬ 
ent context." The talks, he said, would often be hammering the same point, but 
the repetitions they necessarily contained would serve to drive the teachings 
home to the reader, just as they do for those present listening to them. 

On the basis of recordings made between July 1995 and March 1996, two 
books have been compiled. The present volume Enlightenment May or May Not 
Happen covers the period July 1995-November 1995; its companion volume 
Enlightenment? Who Cares! runs from November 1995 through March 1996. The 
books document the Advaita Vedanta teachings of Ramesh, as expressed in 
response to questions regarding meditation, the guru-disciple relationship, the 
spiritual search and its goal — enlightenment. We will find Ramesh affirming 
that the spiritual search has definite stages leading up to, and ending with, 
enlightenment. He describes it as "a proceeding process of disidentification in 
which the apparently separate 'me'-entity, with the sense of individual free 
will and personal doership, gradually weakens until its final and total dissolu¬ 
tion is reached." 

This teaching validates some of the most crucial and recurrent questions 
which we, as seekers, almost inevitably find ourselves asking as we practice, 
strive and yearn for liberation. Examples of such questions are: "Am I making 
any progress? Is there any way to know? Are there any signs or milestones 
along the path which might tell me how I'm doing, how far I've come, and how 
far I am now from my goal?" 

To clarify such issues, Ramesh states that the seeking begins with an indi¬ 
vidual who is convinced that enlightenment is attainable through his or her 
personal efforts. The desire for freedom compels this individual to follow cer¬ 
tain spiritual practices ( sadhana ) in the belief that, "Enlightenment must hap¬ 
pen!" as a result. Between this stage and the actual occurrence of enlighten¬ 
ment — the two extremes of the spectrum of spiritual search — Ramesh identi¬ 
fies two other stages which show that the process of disidentification is near¬ 
ing completion. The first of these is the realization that "Enlightenment may or 
may not happen." This realization implies complete acceptance of the fact that 
the seeker, as an individual entity with personal volition and doership, just 
does not exist. He or she therefore has no power to influence the outcome of 
the search. The occurrence of enlightenment depends, strictly and entirely, on 
God's Will alone. This stage then merges with the penultimate stage prior to 
enlightenment itself. Ramesh expresses it thus: "If you ask me, 'What is indica¬ 
tive of the threshold to the imminent occurrence of enlightenment?', I answer, 
'The attitude and experiential conviction "Enlightenment? Who cares!"' From 
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this stage, enlightenment can occur at any moment." 

The process of disidentification is thus seen to involve four stages, with 
the fourth stage being its culmination in enlightenment. Each of the three stages 
preceding this event is underlain by a particular conviction or attitude on the 
part of the seeker, which enables it to be distinguished from the others. The 
"hallmark" attitudes for the first three stages, prior to enlightenment, are: 

1) Enlightenment must happen! 

2) Enlightenment may or may not happen. 

3) Enlightenment? Who cares! 

In this book, and in its sequel Enlightenment? Who Cares!, Ramesh speaks about 
these various stages in the spiritual search, and about the process of 
disidentification in general. 1 It may be heartening for readers to know that, in 
some cases, quantum leaps are possible; Ramesh readily admits that a seeker 
might not need to pass through each and every stage of the disidentification 
process. Enlightenment may happen at any time, from any level, without any 
precondition; again, it all depends on God's Will. 

While the books do not purport to provide a complete and systematic 
account of Ramesh's teaching, they do contain a fairly representative sample of 
the type of exchanges that took place during his daily morning talks over the 
period concerned (July 1995 — March 1996). Both books have been structured 
around questions which I personally asked Ramesh, and his replies to them. To 
establish the proper context for these dialogues, extracts featuring interactions 
between Ramesh and other seekers have also been included, as have exchanges 
on related issues which, I feel, may assist the reader's understanding of vari¬ 
ous aspects of Ramesh's teaching. The extracts contained in each chapter were 
all recorded on the same day and, like the chapters themselves, they are pre¬ 
sented in chronological order, as they unfolded. Chapter 27 (in this volume) 
and Chapter 33 (in Enlightenment? Who Cares!) each contain the complete un¬ 
abridged transcript of one of Ramesh's morning talks in its entirety. 

For the sake of clarity, questions and remarks made by myself and other 
seekers have been set in italics and, where essential, light editing of grammar 
and syntax has been undertaken to ensure that the text is readily comprehensi¬ 
ble. On occasion, the names of certain participants have been changed so as not 
to impinge on their personal privacy. Brief translations of Sanskrit words used 


1 Readers will have noticed that the present volume and its sequel deal predominantly 
with the second and third stages respectively. The first stage of the spiritual search — Enlight¬ 
enment must happen! — provides the focus for the forthcoming volume The Gentle Hammer 
and the Friendly Sword shortly to be published by Neti Neti Press. The fourth and final stage is 
documented in Enlightenment: An Outbreak (Neti Neti Press, 1998), which presents six first¬ 
hand accounts of the occurrence of enlightenment. 
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in the discussions have, where possible, been included in brackets in the text; 
where necessary, fuller explanations have been given in the Glossary at the 
end of the book. 

The transcripts are accompanied by a series of cartoons in which I express 
my personal views and understanding (and, at times, my misunderstanding!) 
of Ramesh's teaching. The ideas for each cartoon arose spontaneously while I 
was transcribing the talks, and at first I paid them little heed. As the ideas 
accumulated, however, I began to realize their potential. Cartoons, after all, 
are excellent vehicles for swiftly conveying knowledge and messages, and are 
particularly suited for commenting on events and pointing up the humor un¬ 
derlying them. 

The inclusion of these cartoons is thus intended to illustrate and under¬ 
score key aspects of the teaching they accompany. They emphasize and clarify, 
assisting the evolution of the reader's own understanding. And, of course, the 
cartoons are also meant to entertain and even, occasionally, to make the seeker 
(and hopefully the guru!) laugh. They provide light-hearted touches of humor, 
generating amusement and laughter without losing sight of the teaching that 
informs them. Thus, the cartoons not only reinforce the teaching, they actually 
hit the bull's eye, landing the seeker right in the Heart whenever they provoke 
an outburst of laughter. For it is not possible to think and laugh at the same 
time — the two events are diametrically opposed to each other. Either one is 
thinking or one is laughing. What happens when one laughs totally? In such 
laughter, mind evaporates. The "me," the ego, the one-who-laughs disappears 
and only laughter remains. In pure laughter, we are our true nature — pure 
Being, Consciousness, Peace — expressing itself as happiness, lightness, pleas¬ 
ure, ecstasy. In such laughter, we get a glimpse of moksfm — spiritual liberation, 
freedom from the illusion of the "me." 

Numerous enlightened masters from all sorts of spiritual lineages have 
told how their enlightenment experience was accompanied by indescribable 
joy and bliss, and by outbursts of laughter welling up unstoppably at the recog¬ 
nition of their true nature after all those decades or lifetimes of seeking. You 
may have read some such accounts yourself, but if you haven't, believe me: the 
occurrence of enlightenment sounds like a real treat. It's not something that 
anyone in their right mind would want to miss out on and, in many cases, I 
guess it's what you, dear reader, are really longing to experience. 

Well, I'm afraid I've got some bad news. I've been looking at the statistics 
(such as they are) on the incidence of enlightenment throughout recorded his¬ 
tory and, by means of certain rigorously scientific procedures, I have come up 
with the most up-to-date estimates of enlightenment probability yet available. 
It doesn't look good, I can tell you. In fact, the chances that you or I will finally 
"get it” this lifetime are pitifully small. My findings suggest that only 1 in 
3,972,913 seekers will become enlightened in this current lifetime. Expressed 
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another way, a seeker such as you or I should realistically expect to search for 

24,765,538 years before enlightenment occurs. 1 2 

Of course, these figures are indicative estimates only but, I think you 11 
agree, they are pretty disheartening. Sorry about that. The good news is that 
this contemporary estimate is a great improvement on that given in the 
Upanishads. There it is stated that, to attain enlightenment, a given being must 
first live through no less than 8.4 million lifetimes! 

This daunting assessment of the seeker s chances provides yet another 
reason for the inclusion of the cartoons. They are dedicated to all those who 
don't want to wait any longer for that great outburst of laughter which, it is 
often said, arises at the moment of enlightenment. Why wait? You are hereby 
invited to smile, to chuckle and to laugh - here and now. Forget about the 
future, forget the past! Laughter is a sort of no-man's land — or better, a no- 
"me" land — where the seeker and his search, the doer and his goal, all cease 
to exist. There is no thinker, no thinking, no thought — time stops. In short, 
laughter grants us a "free sample" of the enlightened state Sat-Chit-Ananda — 
Truth, Consciousness, Bliss. 

So, if you consider yourself (however sporadically) to be a seeker, I wel¬ 
come you here and invite you to immerse yourself in the teachings this book 
contains. I sincerely hope and trust that, in so doing, you will encounter Truth, 
illuminating your understanding, and resonating in your Heart as your own 
direct experience. While you read on, the cartoons are there for your enjoy¬ 
ment. 3 God willing, they may sometimes raise a smile or a laugh that bridges 
(albeit briefly) the almost infinite, illusory abyss between the seeker and en¬ 
lightenment itself. 


1 All mathematical calculations were made using the latest computer technology. The 
methodology that was followed, which has been dubbed "The Neti Neti Enlightenment Prob¬ 
ability Formula" ©, must of course remain a closely guarded secret. Suffice it to say that, once 
allowances had been made for unreported incidences of enlightenment, an "Average Grace 
Factor" was determined, and a "standard" lifetime of 79 years was assumed to apply in all 
cases. Readers who would like a personalized computation of their chances of attaining en¬ 
lightenment should send the requisite information — date and place of birth; sex; duration of 
search (years); period of time spent as devotee of a guru or gurus (exact dates please), and time 
currently spent in spiritual practices (hours per day) — to Neti Neti Press at the address given 
at the end of this book. For a small fee (to cover administrative expenses) your own personal 

"Enlightenment Probability Profile" © will be calculated, duly certified, and returned to you 
within three working days. 

3 Selected examples of the cartoons featured in Enlightenment May or May Not Happen and 
in its companion volume Enlightenment Who Cares have been published separately in Neti Neti 
Press' Postcard Series under the titles Enlightenment by Airmail and Enlightenment a la Carte. 
Each collection consists of a set of 20 detachable full-color cartoon postcards which readers can 
send to amuse and "enlighten" their relatives and friends. 
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1.1 Of Thyself Thou Caits't Do Nothing 

Madhukar: Truth must be the same at any moment in life and living and at the 
moment of death. Is that correct? 

Ramesh: Something which is not always true, something which comes and 
goes, or experiences which come and go are not the truth. What continues all 
the time is witnessing. Witnessing whatever is happening at all times is living 
in the present moment without personal interest. In impersonal witnessing 
there is no judgement or labeling: You don't judge yourself — that you should 
have done this, or you should not have done that. And once there is an under¬ 
standing that judging causes all the trouble, then judging yourself will stop 
because there was nothing else that you could have done anyway. And more 
importantly, you do not judge other's actions as good or bad either. And if 
you understand that what happens through your body-mind organism are not 
your actions, how 
could you call any¬ 
body your enemy? 

You know that ac¬ 
tions that happen 
through another 
body-mind organ¬ 
ism are not his or 
her actions either. 

That understanding 
brings about com¬ 
passion. You cannot 
be told to be com¬ 
passionate. This un¬ 
derstanding will by 
itself produce com¬ 
passion. 

"Of thyself thou cans't do nothing" is the basis of the understanding. You 
have no free will. Your body is merely an instrument through which God 
functions. That is the entire teaching. Is it God's Will or is it your will? If you 
think it is your will, if you go about your life thinking it is your will, you may 
encounter a whole lot of frustrations. But if you accept that everything is God's 
Will, then you must also accept everything that happens. In that acceptance 
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there will not be the ups and downs, the highs and lows. Feelings will be there, 
because all feelings are reactions of the brain to whatever happens. But those 
feelings will be temporary, momentary, and they will not hurt you deep down. 
They will not give you a tremendous sense of achievement; but if you are after 
achievements, you will also be faced with frustrations. 

What this understanding produces is a level of peace — neither ecstasy nor 
frustration. This understanding will not keep you in ecstasy all the time. That 
is a misconception. The word "bliss" is often misused in this context; "peace" is 
the more appropriate word. This understanding is not separate from life, this 
understanding is concerned with life — it is life! If what you have got from 
practices or teachings of other gurus does not produce this constant sense of 
peace, it is not worthwhile having." 

Madhukar: Do intellectual understanding and existential being-ness exist at all times? 

Ramesh: No. The intellectual understanding can arise after you have read the 
books, or after you have spoken with me and thought about what you heard. 

Let me explain. The body-mind organism is a psychosomatic organism 
which has been conceived, created, and is born with certain given characteristics. 
How does an organism normally function? A thought might arise, or the 
organism may see or hear something, and the brain reacts to that happening by 
producing an action. Your action is merely a reaction. 

All disciplinary practices, like sitting quietly, simply mean that during that 
time the brain is closed to outside impulses and therefore it has no reason or 
occasion to react to anything. And yet, when youi sit quietly, thoughts may still 
arise and the brain may still react. 

Madhukar: Do you mean that thoughts and thinking continue to go back and forth? 

Ramesh: Not intending to acquire something, but merely "being," will gradually 
reduce the number of thoughts arising. They may even disappear. 

On the other hand, the aim, "I want to acquire some powers" or "I want to 
see what happens" or "I want to be enlightened" will produce more thoughts. 
You don't even need to call it "meditation" when you sit quietly for half-an- 
hour or fifteen minutes without bothering about anything. You don't even 
have to sit. You can lie down and totally relax the body without intention. The 
mind automatically gets relaxed. You may find yourself in a sleep-like relaxation 
during which the body-mind organism will be at a very low level of functioning, 
without using energy for thinking and doing. The result is an energized, 
refreshed condition. 
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Madhukar: After the sense of the "me" and personal doership disappears, do thoughts 
still happen? 

Ramesh: Yes, they still can happen, but without the intention to achieve some¬ 
thing. The sense of doership will be weaker and fewer thoughts will arise. 
Thoughts arise, are witnessed, and disappear. Witnessing whatever happens 
without judgement, is disidentification. In witnessing, I am as much disidentified 
from this body, "my" body, as I am from yours. 


1.2 Enlightenment by Airmail 

At this point, Ramesh intends to read a letter he received from Nikos, one of his devotees, 
and he explains: 

The author speaks as if somebody else is describing his body. Who is that 
someone else? Who is the one describing the body? It is Consciousness, the "I-I." 
If he were describing his mother's body or his father's body, he would discuss 
it in the same way. The one who writes is the "I-I," writing through the body- 
mind organism. And writing, through the body-mind organism, is something 
which is part of what happens. Writing just happens spontaneously, without 
the feeling that "he" is writing. 

Madhukar: In the beginning of the search can we mentally or intellectually disidentify 
with the body, and describe the body as if it is not our body? 

Ramesh: No. For then you will be saying that "you" are describing the body. 
Here in this letter, no one is describing the body — the description just hap¬ 
pens. The outside impulse, a feeling of deep compassion, came over him and 
the brain reacted to that and just brought out this description which he sent to 
me as a letter. He doesn't even consider it a letter. 

Ramesh reads Nikos' letter out loud: 

"The assumption of a doer with choice and wlition is a trick of maya 
(illusion). Because of this trick, maya can continue. The ideals and the con¬ 
cepts expressed in your book Experiencing The Teaching seem to have gone 
deep down into the subconscious mind. And when something is revealed to the 
conscious mind, I often happen to write it down. And then — after a while — it 
is realized that this revelation is a variation, or another form of the essence of the 
teaching. The characteristic of this working is neutrality of obsenntion and a 
sense of wonder about the teaching and its hidden secret function. There is no 
objection or reserve. The discovery about various things is in fact a genuine 


27 



rediscovery, and the mind remains in wonderment. It neither affirms nor 
denies. The blessings of witnessing keep coming from time to time and their 
widths and depths vary. Also, at times a sense of under standing comes, with¬ 
out effort, in the form of tolerance regarding the drama of the objective living. 
This tolerance includes one’s inability to rise above the happenings of life 
which are dreamt into one's incalculate identity. Sometimes this understand¬ 
ing brings tears to the eyes. And wonderment arises with all that, since 
simultaneously, a deep feeling of silent and uninvolved awareness exists which 
is watching the various happenings inside and outside. 

There is no choice and there is no possibility to change one’s destined 
role. And when the role seems as if changed, that change is also in the origi¬ 
nal distribution of the role. How can one accuse somebody else’s behaviour if 
it is given and is executed according to the programming? This understand¬ 
ing gives rise to a deep feeling that there is no room for accusations in this 
reflection called "the universe. ” The other does not think, say, or do anything 
to you. There is nothing personal, as there is no real independent being that 
can act, speak or think according to his own volition. There is just a body- 
mind mechanism through which a given role is being played. Whatever has 
‘ been, or is being, or will be thought or done, is absolute and is divine and 
could not have been otherwise. There is neither you nor another, there is just 
function. 

Seeing the drama of my mother, who really suffered both mentally and 
physically after the cancer had resurfaced, I felt once more, strongly, the need 
of dying before dying. This feeling of having died before death is not a super¬ 
ficial one. And although it is not continuous, it predominates in certain 
periods. 

You write that saint Jnaneshivar in his Amritanubhava could get such 
a perception only by the grace of his guru, by surrendering his personal iden¬ 
tity to his guru. Please let me contemplate upon what this surrendering means. 

The identified "I” and the disidentified "l” are the same. The one who 
thought he was in prison and the one who knows he is out of the prison and 
the one who knows there has never actually been a prison, are the same one. 
The object, the psychosomatic mechanism — without consciousness that iden¬ 
tifies with it — is an inert thing. It is matter which is also consciousness. So, 
the personal entity is the identified consciousness. This now identified con¬ 
sciousness cannot have apperception because it has conceptual perception. 
So, for the apperception to happen the perception shoidd cease. Perception 
cannot cease by itself, because the ceasing depends on the Source. Appercep¬ 
tion — which is pure Consciousness — did not remain in itself, but appeared 
as perception. 

Thus comes then the merciful guru, full of grace and life divine. He puts 
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an end to the functioning 
of the perception, by emp¬ 
tying consciousness of its 
content — which is the 
mind. The mind is a total 
thought object. 

What surrenders to 
what? Strictly speaking, as 
far as it has been understood, 
there is neither illusion nor 
freedom from illusion, nei¬ 
ther identity nor non-iden¬ 
tity. Whatever there is, is 
Consciousness and nothing 
else."(end of letter) 



Ramesh: So, this is another example of the process that I am talking about. 
When the understanding of the teaching goes deeper, this sort of thing hap¬ 
pens. There is no way you can do anything about it. You can't make the under¬ 
standing happen. All you can do is wait without expectation. 

Madhukar: Then we cannot call it waiting anymore. Is it then just "being"? 

Ramesh: I mean waiting in the sense of phenomenality. As you are going 
through life, you are waiting. But as you quite rightly said, waiting without 
expectation is not really waiting at all. 

Madhukar: Do you mean waiting in the sense of not waiting for anything particular or 
special to come or to happen, because whatever happens is Consciousness itself ’ anyway? 
And whatever happens, happens in Consciousness, of Consciousness, and by Consciousness? 

Ramesh: When you really understand that everything is Consciousness, that 
everything happens in Consciousness — and part of it happens through you, 
who are functioning as an instrument — then where is the question of anyone 
seeking anything? If someone is seeking a million dollars, it is Consciousness 
that wants him to play that role and to seek a million dollars, along with what¬ 
ever else may happen in that search — maybe a lot of frustration and unhappi¬ 
ness. After having gotten his million dollars, but no happiness, the mind of 
that person may turn inward and the search for enlightenment may begin. 
Qualitatively, there is no difference. No matter what, any seeking means frus¬ 
tration, until there is the realization that there is truly no "one" who can seek 








anything, and that the process of seeking is just part of the fundamental 
functioning of Totality. 

This process is witnessed, but not by an individual. What is witnessed is 
the process of the individual trying to get something and being frustrated, 
until gradually the individual fades out, while witnessing keeps on happening. 
At a certain moment, there is the true realization that there is no individual. 
The one who has been witnessing turns out not to exist. The witnessing has 
been impersonal. The body seems to belong to someone else. Gradually, the 
individual disappears, and finally gets annihilated. 

Ultimately, this final conclusion and firm conviction arises: "I don't care if 
enlightenment happens or not," or, "I don't care if I care." ( laughter ) Only then 
is something as described in the above letter likely to happen. 

"Come to me and I will give you some experience." Such promises are 
made by some gurus. But there is no "I" to give "you" any experience. Experi¬ 
ence happens. Only when it is understood that any experience is an impersonal 
experience can something happen. What happens through the body will have 
its repercussions and effects on the body. That's all. 

Madhukar: In the true understanding of the teaching, could we then call AIDS divine? 

Ramesh: It is! Everything is divine. That which brought about AIDS is part of 
What-is. That understanding will cause you to stop judging other people and 
yourself. There will be no room for guilt and judgment, or for considering 
someone else your enemy. 

Any teaching which says "You must give up this or that" should not be 
accepted. I have never been able to accept do's and dont's as part of a teaching. 
The teaching is part of What-is, and oneself is also part of What-is — that has to 
be accepted. "This (which is part of What-is), I accept, and that (which is also 

part of What-is), I don't accept" - how can this be? Who is to make this distinc¬ 
tion and choice? 

That is why the teaching is so simple. The teaching is simple. 



CHAPTER 2 ; 


2.1 The Two Levels of Understanding: 

Level One, Total Personal Responsibility for One's 
Actions — a Healthy Ego; 

Level Two, "Thy Will Be Done " — No Ego Exists 



Madhukar: A few weeks ago, Heiner and myself had 
a discussion in Germany regarding the two levels of 
understanding of your teaching. Earlier, I asked you 
at the Kovalam Seminar about this topic 1 , and you 
had Dr. Henning von der Osten 2 answer my question. 
He believes that a person first needs to be able to take 
100% responsibility for all his/her actions in the 
present, without blaming anyone or anything else for 
what happens in one's life. In Dr. Henning's opinion, 
in therapy the client learns: 

a) to recognize his behavior-patterns, which have 
been ingrained since childhood. The client's life is 
therefore governed by conditioned reactions and actions. 


The foreman paving the way . .. 


Instead of a fresh and spontaneous life, they produce misery 
and unhappiness. 

b) to release these imprinted behavior-patterns, and 
by that: 

c) to become fully responsible for any actual action 


' See page 34. 

2 Dr. Henning is a highly-regarded psychotherapist and 
founder of the Ost-Seminar Therapy Institute in Riedering 
near Munich, Germany. Over the past 25 years, he has held 
numerous workshops and training courses there and at other 
centres throughout Europe. He has been a devotee of Ramesh 
since 1987. His wife, Elke von der Osten, became enlightened 
in Ramesh's presence on Oecember 28,1995. This occurrence, 
and the story of her spiritual search, are documented in En¬ 
lightenment: An Outbreak (Neti Neti Press, 1998). 



for the executioner 
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You said that the first level of understanding is arrived at when a person has mastered 
the task of owning up to full personal responsibility for whatever happens m h,s or her 
life. And only after the first level is attained can a person benefit from the second level of 
the teaching: that whatever happens is God's Will, God's responsibility. 

I have a different view on this subject, and this gives rise to my question. It must be 
God's Will if a person isn’t able to take responsibility, if a person is never able to do so for 
his or her entire life. And no power on earth can change that. 


Ramesh: That is correct. 

Madhiikar: It is also destined as to whether a person needs therapy and then has it, or 
whether he doesn't have therapy; and whether or not such therapy is successful or not. 

Ramesh: Yes. What is your question? Are there two levels? Is that what you 
are asking? 

Madhukar: In my view, there are not two levels, because in any and every case, whatever 
happens is according to God's Will. And therefore, a person will always find him/herself 
exactly where he or she is in the disidentification process. 

Ramesh: No, no. There are two levels, Madhukar, in the sense that the ego 
which is to be demolished has to be a reasonably healthy ego. Only a reasonably 
healthy ego can be open to the teaching. What Henning says is that an unhealthy 
ego can be turned into a healthy ego through therapy. 

I have always acknowledged that the psychotherapist has a genuine place 
in society. At my very first seminar in Hollywood, I realized that more than 
thirty percent of the participants were psychotherapists. At one point I was 
asked, "What do you think about psychotherapy?" There was great anxiety 
about how I might respond to this question. "What is psychotherapy?" I asked, 
because at that moment the question seemed irrelevant to me. The questioner 
explained that J. Krishnamurti was totally against psychotherapists. The moment 
somebody mentioned a psychotherapist, he would say, "Don't talk to me about 
those pests." That person wanted to know whether I shared Krishnamurti's 
view. I said, "I don't." 

What I understand is that if the body is not well, the physician is necessary, 
and if the mind is not well, the psychotherapist is necessary. A psychotherapist 
is as necessary as a physician, especially so in the West. In India, the 
psychotherapist would starve. In Bombay, there are only a handful of 
psychotherapists, because the average person is not concerned with that. He 
has no time to be sick in mind. He doesn't even have enough money to have a 
good living. So, he is more concerned with the body. Only when the body is 
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exceptionally content can the mind begin to work on the body. The mind wants 
something to play with. Then it needs the psychotherapist. Therapy cures an ill 
ego. The therapist brings it back to its health by telling the client that he must 
get hold of himself, that he has to be absolutely responsible for his actions. 

Once the ego is healthy, a question from beyond the ego may arise, asking: 
who is this "you" that is being told to take responsibility. This question will 
make no sense to an unhealthy ego. It will ask, "What kind of question is that?" 
This is what the two levels refer to. 

Heiner: Could the teaching be very confusing for an unhealthy ego7 

Ramesh: Yes, until the first stage is over, extremely so. But I must remind you 
that the two stages apply only to somebody who needs therapy. I would suggest 
that out of ten people who need therapy, half the persons could listen to the 
teaching and cure themselves. The other five people would really need therapy. 

It's like when you feel a cold coming on. You take an aspirin or something, 
and you will feel alright. But for someone who is in the process of getting 
pneumonia, the pill won't do him any good. He has to go to a physician. 

Similarly, a person who is really mentally ill has to go to a therapist. But 
half the people can heal themselves, just as the physically ill can heal themselves 
most of the time. It is only the really sick — physically or mentally — who need 
attention. 

These are the two levels we are talking about. 

Madhukar: Having an unhealthy ego or a healthy ego, understanding and experiencing 
the teaching or not, these are not in anyone’s hands. Because whatever happens is according 
to God's Will, any level of understanding is perfect just as it is — for any person at any 
given time. In this sense, there are no two levels, isn’t that so? 

Ramesh: Is your real question, Madhukar, that a person whose ego is unhealthy 
can truly do nothing about it? That is your question, isn't it? 

Madhukar: Right. 

Ramesh: Now, you are quite right in the sense that if there are ten people who 
need therapy, not all of them may be able to do therapy for various reasons. 
Those who are able to go to the therapist and take advantage of therapy will 
do so only if that is part of their destiny. 

Madhukar: Right, Totality causes one person to go and another one not to go. 
Ramesh: The Totality decides. 
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2.2 Spiritual Experience: 

"Stop it! You Haven't Felt Your Pain Yet!" 


(To complete the discussions about healthy/unhealthy ego, the relevant extract from the 
mentioned Kovalam Seminar is presented in this chapter.) 

Madhukar: Could you explain the aspect of personal responsibility in therapy and how 
that concept fits into your teaching? 1 heard you say that a human being needs first to be 
able to take personal responsibility for everything that happens to him or her. And only 
after that it is possible for the human being to have any benefit from your teaching: 
whatever happens is God's Will and His responsibility. 

Could you elaborate more on this topic? 

Ramesh: Henning, would you talk about this subject for us? 

Dr. Henning: OK, I will try. Ramesh, you and me, we had a discussion about this 
subject iri Munich some years ago — do you remember? When I had met you at the time 
in Munich, 1 did not understand your teaching yet. But in the meantime I found out 
through your teaching that all actions in the entire universe are God's actions. And 
therefore also His responsibility. 

At the beginning of my work with patients, I make it really clear to them that they 
are really responsible, personally, for what happens with them. That's a very important 
point in my work. 

Let me sum up my experience as a therapist: in my work, I am hesitating to tell my 
clients the whole truth of the teaching — namely, that whatever happens is according to 
God's Will. At the beginning of their therapeutic work, the clients shouldn't be told the 
basic truth of your teaching. I tell them, sternly and strictly, that they should be respon¬ 
sible for what they are experiencing. This is very important. If they are not told so, they 
will never get well. 

Ramesh: Quite right. But after your clients have taken on personal responsibil¬ 
ity, does their life change? 

Dr. Henning: Oh, definitely yes! Usually it doesn't take long for them to take on 
responsibilities. And then it might take only a few days more until they go further. 

Ramesh: So, an old pattern of behavior is a sort of a wooden printing block 
which comes into operation each time a certain life situation occurs. And taking 
responsibility is like shedding a certain printing block from one's life, isn't it? 

Dr. Henning: Yes, one could say that. That's the most important part of my work. I 
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Unhealthy ego, healthy ego, spiritual experience—or the making of a sage 

have learned from my therapy work that some clients have spiritual experiences from the 
very beginning. Others are slower. But any experience has to be dealt with as it comes up. 
If somebody has a spiritual experience in the very first hour of his or her very first breathing 
session, the therapist should not say, “Stop it, you haven't felt your pain yet!" It is 
much better to work with what is sound and healthy in a client than to work with what 
is unhealthy. Healing happens faster and goes deeper if we use the healthy part of the 
client. On the other hand, if we are trying to discover even the last bit of unhealthiness in 
a person, therapy will go on for many years. 

Ramesh: Quite so. 

Dr. Henning: But if we enable the person to open up to his very nature right from the 
beginning, therapy takes very little time. Sometimes just a few days. 




3.1 The State of No-Thought (manolaya): 
a Must for Enlightenment; 

The Destruction of Personal Doership (manonasha): 

Enlightenment 

Ramesh: Mind means liking or disliking, good or bad. It is always labeling. 
The observing mind is personal. In witnessing, there is no judging. Witnessing 
is impersonal. There is an enormous difference between the two. Sometimes 
the mind likes to deceive itself, it thinks it is witnessing. But in the witnessing, 
there is no "I" which witnesses. It is impersonal witnessing. This distinction is 
elementary. 

Om Prakash: I have gone through a period when the mind was not witnessing. 

Ramesh: Now you can see the difference. It is the nature of the mind to judge 
and compare. Not that the mind shouldn't do it — it can't help it. The monkey 
just jumps about. It is the nature of the monkey to jump about. Similarly, it is 
the nature of the mind to jump from one thing to another, and at the same time 
to make comparisons, judgments, and decisions. When impersonal witnessing 
happens, you will notice a low-key witnessing, as a baby witnesses. 

Om Prakash: In personal witnessing there is choice, while in impersonal witnessing 
there is a letting-go, just acceptance, isn't that so? 

Ramesh: In witnessing there is an acceptance of whatever is. There is no question 
of "should be" or "shouldn't be." 

Madhukar: In the years with Osho Rajneesh, we had something like the witnesser. It 
took twelve years to realize that the witnesser is actually the mind observing itself. 

Ramesh: As long as there is a witnesser, impersonal witnessing doesn't happen. 
It is still the individual "me" observing something, criticizing, comparing, and 
judging — fooling itself. That is the mind observing. The mind cannot witness! 

Madhukar: Is the so-called witness an extension of the "I"? 

Ramesh: It is an extension of the "me." Distinguish between the two: it is the 
"I" which Ramana Maharshi calls the "I-I," but the observing mind is the "me." 
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That is the total difference. "I" is the impersonal Consciousness, and "me" the 
identified consciousness. "I" cannot be as long as the "me" is present. Only 
when the "me" vacates, can the "I" come in. 

Madhukar: Some seekers seem to reach a state of no-thought, manolaya, through 
sadhana (spiritual practice). Ramana Maharshi explains that even a thousand years of 
manolaya doesn't make any difference for the better. It is not the final state. 

Many of us are seeking at least some kind of silence. To achieve silence, bliss, to have 
experiences of peace, that is what I have done in Osho Rajneesh's camp. People there speak 
of having achieved something once they have had some thoughtless state or silence. 

Ramesh: Ramana Maharshi explains that you can't go to manonasha without 
going through manolaya. But manolaya is only the mind at a lower level of activity. 
Don't mistake it, for the "me" still functions at this level! Manonasha means 
total destruction of the sense of personal doership. 



The process of disidentification 


* momentary state of no-thought 

* * permanent annihilation of the sense of personal doership ("me ”j 


Madhukar: Is manolaya a stage which needs to be passed through by every seeker? Are 
ive closer to realization if we have thoughtless states? Should we do sadhana or could we 
do sadhana in order to get to that manolaya state? 

Ramesh: Some kind of sadhana is necessary, at least to the extent that you will 
do sadhana and reach a point where you feel that the sadhana is now useless. But 
nothing is wasted. 




What turned you into a seeker? You didn't choose to be a seeker. The 
seeking began to happen. Some power - call it Consciousness or Power or 
God — is doing the seeking through this organism. You are only an instrument 
through which the seeking is happening. The seeking is happening through 
this body-mind organism, which is merely an instrument without any choice. 
This is an impersonal process. You merely witness whatever process you are 
going through, and accept that as the legitimate point at this very instant. 

Madhukar: Does that mean that if a body-mind organism has thoughts, that's exactly 
what needs to happen? Can those thoughts be undone or changed, or made not to appear? 

Ramesh: No, not at all! There is no question of undoing, changing, or hindering. 

Madhukar: Does it mean that it is His Will that one organism has thoughts, while 
another organism doesn't have thoughts; that one mind is active and another is quiet? Is, 
then, every single thought His Will? 

Ramesh: That is correct. Therefore, there is no question of comparing and 
judging one's level of understanding with the level of someone else. 

Madhukar: I understand your point. On the other hand, aren't you saying manolaya 
is a state the seeker has to pass through? Some persons might have already passed that 
stage, while others still need to pass through it. Is that correct? 

Ramesh: In the process, yes, but not as an individual. There is no individual. In 
a particular organism, that state of manolaya has been reached. Each organism 
is specially designed for whatever it is supposed to do. Each organism is 
programmed at the moment of conception. A specific organism has been created 
by God for the ultimate manonasha, or realization, to happen. Only that organism 
is able to receive enlightenment. Nobody can acquire enlightenment. 

This may be discouraging to a certain extent. You have to accept that you 
are not the seeker. Seeking began as a matter of God's Grace. If the seeking 
itself began as a matter of God's Grace, how can you achieve anything? There 
is no need to achieve anything. 

Madhukar: Personally, I am not in a state of manolaya. Do I have to accept that? Is 
there anything I can do? 

Ramesh: Nothing can be done. Accept it and don't deceive yourself, or let the 
mind deceive itself that it has reached the final stage. 

Madhukar: Not having a state of manolaya could mean, in my case, that the point of 
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the destruction of the mind might he far away? 


Ramesh: Yes, that could be so. So far, I have explained how the process normally 
happens. But it is possible that the manolaya state might have been achieved 
earlier, in some other life, in some other organism, and it may not be necessary 
for your organism to go through manolaya at all. An organism at a higher stage 
of evolution does not need the manolaya. It already has gotten the manolaya, 
which will surface at a later date. All the stages are wrongly expected to happen 
through the same organism. That doesn't need to be so. 

Madhukar: Is it possible that for anyone, at anytime, a quantum leap in understanding 
could happen — even in someone who never meditated? 

Ramesh: It can happen. We don't know when, why, how, or where the sudden 
transformation will happen. It can be any kind of leap. Until the age of sixteen, 
Ramana Maharshi himself was an absolutely normal boy, with certain tendencies 
and characteristics. In his particular case, the leap was a quantum leap. In other 
cases, it may be a gradual process. 

3.2 Self-Inquiry is not a Trick or a Bomb 

Madhukar: The Maharshi's narration of what 
happened to him describes an experience of death. At 
that moment, out of nowhere, the inquiry, "Who am 
I?", "What am I?", surfaced zoithin himself. An 
understanding without any doubt, a total intuitive 
knowing, happened. He himself " became " the answer, 
as "being." 

Sri Poonjaji would tell us that we need to ask the 
question "Who am I?" only once — the final answer 
would be given then and there. His suggestion didn't 
work for me. I believe that Ramana Maharshi's case 
cannot be compared. It is not possible to take his unique 
case and make a rule out of his experience, saying that 
anyone can achieve enlightenment through a single 
instance of Self-inquiry. 


Ramesh: Self-inquiry is not a trick by which you 
ask yourself "Who am I?", and then suddenly 
enlightenment happens. Self-inquiry is not a trick. 
It is not a bomb. 



OtttiJFU cfatrtlc'U 
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Self-inquiry 



(sucLexs within 7 7 lifetimes) 


Madhukar: Still, Ramana Maharshi himself declared Self- 
inquiry to be the best practice, if a practice is necessary. Isit 
a practice at all? 

Ramesh: Ramana Maharshi very clearly indicates that 
"Who am I?" is not an intellectual question which can 
be answered. There is no answer! After persistent and 
intense inquiry, the question itself will disappear. In 
that disappearance of the question, there is first 
manolaya, and ultimately manonasha. 

Madhukar: At the moment of the occurrence 0 /manonasha, 
is there the recognition that everything is God's Will? 

Ramesh: Yes, it is a total conviction, not just a mental 
recognition. The total conviction that everything that 
happens is God's Will, automatically means that there 
is no individual will. It is either God's Will or your 
will. God doesn't share His Will with you. 


Madhukar: Does the mind stop at. that moment? 

Ramesh: The thinking mind stops, and the sense of 
personal doership ends. Ultimately, manonasha sim¬ 
ply means that the sense of personal doership has 
disappeared. But the identification must continue. 
If somebody were to call Ramana Maharshi's name, 
he would answer. The fact that he would respond 
to the call means that the identification with the 
body continues. But the identification continues 
only on the level of the working mind. It is the 
thinking mind, the sense of personal doership, 
which is lost in manonasha. The total destruction of 
the mind does not mean that the enlightened body- 
mind organism becomes an idiot. The working 
mind continues. How would an organism other¬ 
wise function? 

I repeat that God does not share his Will with 
you. So, it is not that God keeps 99.9 percent, and 
you have got 0.1 percent. There is an event, a 
thought, something you see, something you hear, 
any happening to which the brain reacts. It acts 


Self-inquiry 



The other way 
(Physically filial; s/milnally not final) 
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the way the organism is programmed. If five different people see the same 
thing, hear the same thing, or the same thought occurs to all five of them, their 
reaction will be different, each person will act differently. "Our" action is, in 
reality, the reaction of the brain to an outside impulse, and that reaction is based 
on the natural characteristics with which that organism has been programmed at 
the time of conception. 


3.3 Does God Evolve? 

Om Prakash: But isn't there an evolution of Consciousness as a whole? 

Ramesh: Consciousness as a whole is impersonal Consciousness. There is no 
stage of evolution. Could you say there is evolution of God? God is "What-is," 
God is impersonal Consciousness, Consciousness-not-aware-of-itself, potential 
energy. There has to be something from which this changing structure called 
manifestation arises. The unmanifest has become the manifest. Potential energy 
has become the activized energy. The potential energy, activizing itself into 
this manifestation, is also called the Big Bang. Millions and millions of years 
later, when the original energy and its manifesting force is finished, it goes 
back into the potential. 
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Why does manifestation take place at all? Manifestation has to take place 
because it is the nature of the potential energy to activize itself into becoming 
and manifesting. If the potential energy were never to activize itself, it would 
be dead matter without any potential. 

Om Prakash: Let us take the world as a whole, for instance, in which a man like 
Buddha appears and, as a result, many people become enlightened through him. Don't 
these many enlightenments multiply? And if so, then — logically — everyone would 
become enlightened at sometime? 

Ramesh: Enlightenment doesn't reach that power. You drop a stone in a pond 
and there will be ripples. But the ripples will not go on forever. 

The original ground of all the religions is this Totality, this Oneness. Why, 
then, should there be religious wars? Because there is misinterpretation of 
religion. This imbalance needs to be balanced. 

Om Prakash: Is that why after every instance of destruction, a period of peace and 
construction follows? 

Ramesh: Yes, it is nothing but a question of balance, but a balance not just in 
this, our world. If, in order to preserve the balance in the universe, this earth 
has to be destroyed, the earth will be destroyed. The earth is just a tiny dot on 
the map of the universe — almost invisible. What, then, does it matter if the 
earth gets annihilated? 



CHAPTER4 ^.. .,: :? v 

4.1 If Concepts are not the Truth, 
are Lord Krishna's Concepts the Best Half-Truth? 

Regina: Since I came to know you in 1992,1 have learned to accept life as it comes more 
easily. I find myself also able to accept my role in it. 1 also accept that whatever happens 
is not according to my will. 

You say it is God or Totality which created the manifestation, and it is God who is 
acting through the billions of body-mind organisms. I can't accept that God or Totality 
has fixed all roles for all times in the entire universe. I don't believe that God has created 
the manifestation of all times. I can't believe that he has stored his creation, say, in a 
computer-like mechanism, and that he lets the pre-planned film run ahead, second by 
second. I believe that whatever happens, just happens. 

Ramesh: You are absolutely correct. What happens just happens. In fact, to be 
more accurate, whatever happens has already happened. The picture that will 
happen one thousand years from now is already there now. But we can't see 
that part because of our limited ability to recognize it. 

Suppose the creation is a painting, which is ten miles long and five hun¬ 
dred feet high. Because it s so big, you can't see the whole picture. You can 
only see bits and pieces 
at any one given time. 

Seeing whatever you see, 
as it is, means acceptance. 

The Bhagavad Gita was 
told by Lord Krishna to 
Arjuna. Arjuna didn't 
want to fight and kill his 
cousins and preceptors 
who were fighting on the 
side of the opposing 
army. Lord Krishna said 
to Arjuna: "Because of 
your ignorance, you think 
you are killing them. But 
let me tell you the real 
truth: as Time, I have al¬ 
ready killed them. You are merely an instrument for something to happen. I, 
the Big Picture, have already killed your relatives. And in the small picture. 


Up MY do 

- l/fi, Tmc. / haus ') 



Dharma, karma, predestination, rebirth or destiny choose your concept is) 
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you are the instrument through which the killing is going to happen. So, just 
forget that you are the instrument and forget that you are the doer. You are 
not the doer. Whatever is happening has already happened, if you see the 
whole picture." 

Regina: I can't understand why, on the level of God, there should be an active role. 

Ramesh: There is no activity on the level of God. You are absolutely right, 
there is no active will. That's why I say the picture is already completed. The 
full play has been written and is being enacted. Consciousness has written the 
play, and it plays all the roles in the play. And Consciousness is experiencing 
all experiences by playing all the roles. Because the instrument thinks itself to 
be an independent being, all problems arise. But you are quite right, God is not 
an active agent. 

Christo: How did you come to know what you are saying? 

Ramesh: What I am saying is a concept. 

Christo: If all that you are saying is a concept, how can you speak with such authority 
and assurance? I am shocked to hear, that you dare to speak with such certainty about 
something which is merely a concept. I really mean to ask you, how can you speak about 
something which is merely a concept without batting an eyelid? 

Ramesh: As I told you yesterday, I stick to my basics. What are they? "I-Am" 
is the first basic. And as soon as I depart from the "I-Am," I am speaking 
conceptually. It is up to you as to which concept appeals to you, which concept 
you can accept. Make no mistake, everything other than the impersonal 
functioning — the "I-Am" — is a concept. And ultimately, the feeling "I am, I 
exist" is also a concept. The feeling "I exist" is the Truth. The "I-Am" is the 
Truth. But the moment the "I-Am" thought comes, it is converted into a concept. 
The thought, and the words "I-Am," are both concepts. 

Christo: But you stick to the ten-mile long picture, and you speak about it as if it is not 
a concept, but rather the truth. You say the whole play of creation was already written. 
And you express this as a truth with total assurance, but without really knowing if what 
you are saying is true. How can you dare do that, without knowing it for sure? 

Ramesh: Because I accept Lord Krishna as my authority. ( long silence) 
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5.1 The Acceptance of Life as it Comes Results in a Mysterious 
Spiritual Alchemy: Tolerance and Generosity 

Madhukar: Before my travel to Europe, a physical pain spread all over my body. And on 
this spot in the middle of the upper chest there is strong pain. 

Ramesh: Do you have the pain now? 

Madhukar: Yes. It intensified in Europe. 

Ramesh: Have you had it checked out? 

Madhukar: Yes, the doctor couldn't find anything physically wrong at all. I find 
myself with a strong feeling of defeat and meaninglessness, which manifests as pain in 
the chest. The doctors say that 1 am physically healthy. However, to my own surprise, l 
now find myself without a sexual desire anymore. This is happening for the first time in 
my life. I therefore find myself in a totally new and unknown situation which is difficult 
for me to deal with. The heights of bliss and ecstasy don't occur anymore. It was, however, 
never easy to live in these immense extremes. 

Ramesh: So, now everything has calmed down. 

Madhukar: I notice that now there is less joy and lust for life in me. 

Ramesh: When there is less joy, there is less excitement also, isn't it so? Have 
other problems also lessened? Less unhappiness, for example? Or is it less joy, 
but the same level of unhappiness? 

Madhukar: That's what it is. Less joy and less unhappiness, which expresses itself as 
pain — just pain. 

Ramesh: Physical pain? Which has no physical cause? 

Madhukar That's right. You see, my life has no excitement anymore. 1 have no family 
responsibilities to take care of, l am not employed and I don't run a business, 1 am not 
involved in any ashram anymore, I have no desire for any material things, 1 don't even 
want enlightenment anymore. My life has no future, no purpose or meaning whatsoei’er. 
Nothing to come, no expectations. It is almost like waiting for death. 
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Ramesh: Nothing to do anymore . . . maybe that is how it is for now. But at 
one time you were very busy. You were always doing something. 

Madhukar: Oh yes. I have been very active all my life. 

Ramesh: So, your working mind was in full operation. And now the working 
mind is not in operation. 

Madhukar: Not at all. 

Ramesh: If the working mind is not in operation, your thinking mind is in 
operation. It is one or the other. The real answer is to pick up something and 
do it in order to have the working mind more in operation, since you are so 
used to working. You have been an extraordinarily active person, haven't you? 
But now it just doesn't happen. There is just no interest. 

Madhukar: That's right. It has just cooled down. All interest has just died. I do not 
know how long this will last, for I am confronted with such a situation for the first time 
in my life. 

Ramesh: Nobody knows, because it is something new which is happening. 

Madhukar: It is a totally unknown space. I wish it would change and I could come out 
of it and just be normal — no enlightenment, no bliss, no pain. 

Ramesh: All you can do is just wait and watch what happens next. In the 
meantime you are unhappy, I agree. But even that unhappiness has to be 
accepted. But besides this feeling of pain and unhappiness, are you still feeling 
sort of violent? 

Madhukar: No, violence doesn't happen anymore. That has changed. However, I just 
don't have any strength. I just can't help it. I just can't change my condition. All this 
is new to me. As I said, I don't know what it is, why and how it happened, where it came 
from, and if and when it will change. Let us see what happens. 

Ramesh: That's what it ultimately boils down to: let us see what happens. 

Madhukar: As I said before, my condition and my state of mind and body is very 
difficult for me to handle. 

Ramesh: I can imagine that. But, in spite of your violent nature, your friends 
have stayed on with you and they keep loving you. 
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Madhukar: Yes, that's true. They are beautiful to me. I feel very grateful. I love them too. 
Ramesh: Your friends love you even now. 

Madhukar: That’s true. I feel "parked," nothing attracts my interest. I don't have any 
energy to do anything, not even to travel. I want nothing anymore. I have no interest in 
enlightenment, nor in doing anything to bring it about. I don’t even have the desire to 
visit you and hear the teaching. If I look at it, the only thing I actually still want is to 
come out of this situation and to just be normal. 

Ramesh: Do you know a good astrologer? 

Madhukar: No. 

Ramesh (to Druve): Do you have the address of that nadi reader (fortune¬ 
teller) in Madras? The nadi reading I had some 40 years ago was called Nandi 
nadi. There is a Buddha nadi also. 

Druve: The one in Madras is the Agasthia nadi. 

Ramesh: The nadis are named according to the names of rishis (sages) who 
wrote them. I must have told you about my nadi reading. The nadis are about 
the size of a ruler, with a length of about 12 inches and a width of one inch. The 
writings were carved on these ruler-sized papyrus leaves before the time when 
paper and ink where discovered. The important point is that the rishis were not 
just astrologers, but they also knew who would come to get a reading, and 
when they would come. In a nadi, the names of the client and the people who 
are important in his life are mentioned. If the names of your parents, your 
family members and yourself, and the names of your children are mentioned 
correctly, then the nadi reading is genuine. But that doesn't mean that everything 
which is said will turn out to be correct. The past is 100% correct. The future is 
not always. In my case the future was 100% correct regarding the spiritual 
forecast, but in other areas it wasn't so correct. So, it is not your nadi if even 
one of the names mentioned does not tally. And even pet names are mentioned. 
Can you imagine, they were already known thousands of years ago? And it 
was known to these rishis who would have these names, and when those persons 
would receive their forecasts. 

The nadis are formatted in the form of a dialogue between Shiva and Parzniti. 
There is a nadi reader in Madras. In circumstances like yours, he might be 
a big help. If you are interested, Druve can give you his name and address. If 
you don't want to go to Madras, you might find a good astrologer in Pune. 



Madhukar: I can't think of anyone. 

Ramesh: I mean, what else can you do in your situation? In circumstances like 
these, the only thing you can do is to get some kind of relief. Now, whether it 
is going to be a relief or not is again a chance you take, (laughter) You will not 
be helped if the astrologer predicts that your pain will last another ten years! 
But on the other hand, he could predict that this phase will end in another 
month from now. Such a forecast would give you some relief. 

Madhukar: 1 have had the intense desire for enlightenment for the last 16 years. I was 
searching for it to the exclusion of all else. 1 utilized every minute of these past years for 
this search. Yes, 1 wanted enlightenment because there was the promise of permanent 
happiness. This distant but oh-so attractive goal of enlightenment has dropped off, and 
there is nothing to do anymore. Soon after this happened , I found myself experiencing 
this pain. And now I find myself wanting — if anything — to get out of this pain. The 
desire for more ecstasy and permanent bliss has turned into a desire to be free of pain. 

Ramesh: But you see, you are confronted with the basic point: the "me" is 
seeking enlightenment as a means to get happiness or to negate unhappiness. 
To want happiness or to negate unhappiness is the same thing. But so long as 
there is a "me" seeking enlightenment, enlightenment cannot happen. And 
therefore, the ultimate stage in which enlightenment can happen is when you 
no longer care about it. You accept God's Will and you accept that if 
enlightenment is not to happen, it will not happen. With this attitude, you are 
telling God, "All right God, if it is not your will to bring about enlightenment 
in this organism, don't! I really don't care." When you come to that stage, 
something will most likely happen. But the whole problem is that the individual 
seeks enlightenment as an object which can bring about happiness, or which 
can bring about the cessation of unhappiness. But enlightenment is not an object 
that an individual can ever achieve by any means, be it yoga, vipassana (Buddhist 
meditation) meditation, undergoing therapies, or whatever. 

Druve: But indifference to enlightenment is also possibly not an attitude which one can 
cultivate. 

Ramesh: Not at all. It can only happen. Therefore, this ultimate stage before 
enlightenment can only happen if it is God's Will. Ultimately, after all the 
concepts are washed out or drop away, the only thing that remains are the 
four words, Thy Will be done." The acceptance of these words is the only 
formula in life you can hang on to. When you really accept them you will say. 
All right, if it is Thy Will for this body-mind organism to suffer, it will suffer." 

But the real difference in attitude will be brought about if you truly 
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understand that there is no "you" that suffers. There is suffering. There is 
suffering in the body-mind organism. If you truly understand that "you" are 
not in pain, but that pain is just there, then even the physical suffering will be 
enormously reduced. 

Alf: Did I understand you correctly, that there are two stages before this kind of 
understanding can happen? First, Madhukar consults the doctor about the pain in his 
chest. When the doctor can find nothing wrong with his physical organism, he gets a 
reading from an astrologer, which will hopefully provide him with some relief in the form 
of a forecast. 

Ramesh: What makes you think that going to the doctor and to the astrologer 
is not God's Will, while the acceptance of pain is? Going to an astrologer — is it 
your will? 

Alf: No. It is God's Will. 

Ramesh: Who goes to the astrologer? Who is making effort? It is not "you" 
who is doing it. And going to the astrologer may not happen at all if it is not 
God's Will. I am not saying, "Make no effort." The making of effort or the lack 
of making any, both are God's Will. Ramana Maharshi was once asked, "Raising 
my arm right now, is that my free will or is it God's Will?" "It is God's Will," 
he answered. 

The explanation is very simple. Why did the questioner ask his question 
and then raise his arm? Answer: in order to prove that he had free will, he 
raised his arm. That means that the asking of the question and the raising of 
the arm was a reaction of the brain to what he had heard, namely, that he had 
no free will. There is no such action as "your" action. Every action is nothing 
but a reaction of the brain to an outside impulse, like a thought, or something 
you see, hear, smell, touch, or taste. 

Alf: And the outside impulse is from Consciousness. 

Ramesh: That is correct, Alf. The only thing that happens as the understanding 
goes deeper is that life becomes simpler. It may or may not become easier. Life 
becomes simpler because you understand that it happens exactly as it is supposed 
to happen, according to God's Will. When something good happens, you are 
not at the pinnacle of pride and happiness. And if something goes wrong, you 
are not in the depths of despair, because you know that even that is going to 
change. Nothing is constant except change itself. The understanding, then, is, 
"It doesn't really matter what happened and what will happen next." 

There is a mysterious spiritual alchemy which occurs when the 
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understanding sinks deeper. It will make you a little more generous and a little 
more tolerant than you were before. These are signs that you have made spiritual 
progress. More generosity and more tolerance will bring about a more adequate 
response, and that is why life becomes simpler and why unhappiness comes 
less often. That is the basis of what I talk about. 



Spirituality: Tolerance and generosity — And accepting life as it comes... and goes... 


Andrew: There is usually an attempt to interpret an event, and to find some meaning 
in it. It is a way to somehow deal with the event, so as to satisfy the wondering mind's 
question as to why it happened to me! And when we have interpreted meaning into an 
event, we find a chain of causes and reasons that this had to happen, and it led to this, 
and this led to that, and so on. If you go to a counselor, he will say that "this” happened 
because of something else. If you are in a difficult situation, he might interpret it for you 
as a preparation for an "opening," and so forth. The counselor is giving meaning to the 
events. 

What I get from Advaita (non-duality) is that it is absolutely not interested in the 
analysis of events, but is rather concerned with simply experiencing events without 
reflecting upon them. 

Ramesh: You are quite correct. But you see, you can't totally put reason aside. 
Your reason will say, "I had an accident because I happened to be there." My 
point is that you reverse into the future: because an accident had to happen to 
me I was there. The accident didn't happen because you were there. You were 
there because the accident had to happen. The happening of the accident was 
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already there in the whole picture of manifestation. So, the cause is there because 
the effect has to be there. The cause doesn't produce the effect. Because the 
effect had to be produced, the cause was there. But to a certain extent, reason 
has to be satisfied, and that's why we speak of the chain of cause and effect. 

Andrew: Well, the idea is to make sense of the craziness of life. Why is there suffering? 
Perhaps one thing leads to another? 

Ramesh: But the chain is the reverse. 

Andrew: I saw a newscast on a BBC program depicting the common anarchy around 
the world, and how order is breaking down everywhere. I wonder how your teaching 
would apply to this kind of development? 

Ramesh: A visitor some time ago said, "I believe that the earth will soon end 
because of the way things are going with nuclear power." I replied, "Why not? 
What if the earth ends?" He said, "You are a terrible pessimist to say that." I 
said, "None of you is as much of an optimist as I am." What I mean to say is 
that if the earth is to end, it will end. But I am not saying it must end. That will 
depend on God's Will. 

In 1987,1 said, "If the earth is not to end, what does God have to do? God 
has only to send the thought 'This nuclear arms race is craziness' into the heads 
of two people, the American president and the Russian president. The brains 
of the two presidents would react to that thought, and the two would take 
action in such a way that the earth would not end." Then in 1989, Gorbachev 
was declared the "Man of the Decade" for stopping the arms race. 

Why should the earth not end? The human being is the only being on earth 
that is concerned with the ending of the earth. What does it matter if one little 
speck in the universe gets wiped out? The universe wouldn't be affected. 

Alf: It always boils down to the "me" which feels itself to be so important. 

Ramesh: The "me" begins with the "me." It then enlarges into the family, the 
community, the state, the country, the human race. The "me" thinks it is very 
generous to think in terms of the human race, and not just of itself. 

Madhukar: We just spoke about meaninglessness. That’s what happened to this body- 
mind organism called Madhukar. All meaning and importance for anything fell out of 
him: life, sex, girlfriend, work, enlightenment. There is no attraction to anything. Nothing 
is glittering or flickering, everything is neutral. So, there is no meaning. The pain is the 
only reference point and energy point. The only energy moving in this organism now is 
the wanting to get out of pain. But does that have meaning? 
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Ramesh: It upsets you, Madhukar, because during all these years the energy 
within you has been telling you that there is meaning in life: "You must do this 
and produce that." This body-mind organism has been very active. Now, what 
this understanding of the teaching does is to cool down the energy. And when 
that happens, it is a terribly upsetting thing. The energy was going full-on in a 
one-way direction, and now that that has stopped, it is physically and mentally 
enervating and therefore very upsetting. But it will be a temporary phase, you 
will see. 

Madhukar: It is His Will, I guess. 

Ramesh: Yes, indeed. 


Andrew: When we see meaning, we have a mental concept. It is an interpretation of 
reality. We want to cling and hold on to those interpretations, and we don't Want to 
accept reality as it is. When that illusion breaks down, it is like waking up from a dream. 

Ramesh: I say often that you wake up from your nightly personal dream into 
the living dream of the waking state. There is no difference between them. 
When you truly understand that life is a living dream, then you will say, "What 
does it matter what happens," just as you say after waking up from your personal 
dream, "What does it matter what happened in the dream." Then the 
understanding is beginning to take hold. 


Madhukar: This feeling of meaninglessness also takes the future out of all my 
relationships. There might still be a future for them, but that is really not known; neither 
are they wanted nor unwanted. The meaninglessness cuts off the mental preoccupation 
with the future, and existentially so — because there is not even energy to think about the 
future. I cannot make any promises at the moment. Not because I don’t want to, but 
because m reality I don’t have any energy whatsoever for the future. Furthermore, I have 
no sexual energy these days. 


Ramesh: So, don't make any promises. Now look: a couple has been married 
for 55 years. What happens in the beginning? There is sex plus a little love. 
Later, what happens? Sex and love are more or less equal. Still later, what 

happens? Sex grows less important, while love grows more. And ultimately 
there is hardly any sex, only love. y 

Now you talk of meaning. What meaning is there in a flower growing and 

fraeranre^F * he ,'"? un ‘ ains where nob °dy will ever see its beauty or smell its 
fragrance? For it, there is no question of any meaning. 

Druve: Meaning ex,sis only for the human being. And only for some human beings. 
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The large majority seem to be content when they secure the means of survival and comfort. 
And that's their only meaning. 

Ramesh: But a person who has that kind of smooth life is very rare. 

Druve: There seem to exist people who don't have too many questions, and the meaning of 
life doesn't bother them too much. They seem not to have too many problems in their lives. 

Ramesh: I think it is an extraordinary case if a person has no, or only a few, 
upheavals in his or her life. 

Andrew: / would like to get a nadi reading too, but at the same time... 

Ramesh: It doesn't matter very much. 

Andrew: A reading could become counterproductive. 

Ramesh: Yes. But at the moment you are not facing the kind of problem Madhukar 
is facing. That's why I would not advise you to go to an astrologer. But I do 
advise him to go and get a reading. To seek some solace you go to an astrologer. 

Andrew: A reading for me would draw my mind into the future. 

Ramesh: Quite right. Why should you have one? In your case, in your 
momentary situation, the future doesn't really mean anything. In fact, what 
does it matter? You see, you are not in search of a career, money, or power. 
You just want to live a reasonably good life — which is likely to happen. 

Andrew: I am only concerned with being receptive to life as it comes. 

Ramesh: Therefore you are in a good and fortunate position, which is rare. Alf 
and Madhukar have difficult problems. 

Alf: But by merely listening to you, I can already see a change for the better happening 
in my case. 

Ramesh: Indeed. There has to be a change. It has to get better. So, if you have 
the time and the money, come to India as often as you can and visit me. 

Alf: The thought to visit you came to me during a tennis match, spontaneously. 

Ramesh: That thought came from outside, from outside this body-mind 



organism, from Consciousness. But otherwise, inside and outside are the same 
thing. "Inside" is identified consciousness and "outside" is impersonal 
Consciousness. 

Alf: Being a witness to Madhukar's problem brings home the important message for me 
to accept the What-is. He has pain. So accept the pain. What else? If sex drops off, then 
love is there. So what? 

Ramesh: Love is there. 

Alf (to Madhukar): Why do you say, "There is nothing?" I mean, sex is just one of all 
the possibilities. 

Ramesh: Quite right. So, life is not empty for Madhukar. 

Alf: For me, this is a typical Osho sannyasin (disciple) problem. Earlier in my life, I 
had the same problem with one of my girlfriends. Osho sannyasins are very much focussed 
on sex, and the orgasmic ecstasy which comes with it. 

Ramesh: Too much importance on sex. 

Alf: And little importance on love. 

Ramesh: I have said earlier, in the beginning of a relationship it is 90% sex and 
10% love, and later on it is 10% sex and 90% love. 

Alf: I believe the ideal spiritual route or path would lead first to Osho, then to Satya Sai 
Baba, and finally to you. That's because such a path would combine sex, love, and 
understanding. 

Ramesh: That's how it has been happening. When Waltraut came to me from 
Satya Sai Baba, she felt that she was being disloyal to him. I asked her, "What 
makes you think you have come? Why don't you think of Satya Sai Baba as 
sending you here?" 

Alf: Andrew said that Jesus has sent him to you. Didn't you say that, Andrew? 
Ramesh: Quite so. 

Andrew: / actually felt that way before I came to India. 

Ramesh: That s why I told Waltraut, "Why should you think that you have 
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come here against Sai Baba's will? Why don't you look at it like this: Sai Baba 
felt that you were ready to come here, and that's why he sent you here." And 
she said, "Come to think of it, what you are saying is true." 

Andrew: Actually, I felt that it was my experience with Poonjaji that sent me here. 

Ramesh: Of course. 

Andrew: And I am very grateful to him, and to many people. I don 'tfeel any disloyalty 
because, as Ramana Maharshi says, there is only one guru. 

Ramesh: The only satguru (inner guru) is within you. 




6.1 "Come unto Me, and I Will Give you Enlightenment : 

The Fake Guru 

Ramesh: Maharaj was once asked, "What is the difference between you and 
Ramana Maharshi?" Maharaj answered, "Nothing, except that I am slightly 
better dressed." 

Andrew: Looking at Ramana's photograph for the first time, a friend of mine once 
commented, "My God, he certainly didn’t have a very expensive wardrobe!" 

Ramesh: Every guru has and is playing his own role. I am not judging here 
when I say that Osho had a tremendous wardrobe collection. He had about a 
thousand costumes with matching shoulders and caps. He entertained a very 
impressive personality. 

I had a friend who knew him well from the very beginning, when he was 
a professor of philosophy and was known as Professor Rajneesh, Acharya 
Rajneesh, and not as Bhagwan, Neo-Buddha, or Osho. My friend Gandhi, who 
later became a regular visitor to Maharaj, said, "I knew Rajneesh at a time 
when he didn't even have enough money to pay the rent for the hall in which 
he spoke. After a talk, four people holding a bedsheet collected money. The 
donations were thrown into the sheet." Acharya Rajneesh once told my friend, 
"Gandhi, you join me. My movement is going to be big beyond your imagina¬ 
tion." But Gandhi replied, "No, I can't join you because I am not prepared to 
accept what you are teaching." Gandhi said further, "To me, Rajneesh was no 
more than a mass-hypnotist." 

Myself, I have not seen or met Rajneesh in person. But whatever he was, 
the fact remains that hundreds of thousands were impressed by him. And how 
impressed? Impressed in a way that they gave literally millions. Madhukar 
was likewise impressed. ( laughter ) He gave a lot of money for his apartment in 
the Rajneesh ashram in Pune. 

Ramana Maharshi wore only a loin cloth. Physically, he wasn't impressive 
either. But his presence was fantastic. And only a few people came to see him 
while he was alive. 

Maharaj usually had four to six, and never more than twenty, visitors at his 
Sunday talks. He was a small and simple man, just as I am. I wear a pyjama. He 
wore a dhoti (long piece of cloth). Both of us wear a plain and simple shirt. Maharaj 
was not a physically impressive man, but he made a tremendous impression. 

At the very first talk I gave in the USA in 1987, 1 said, "I have not prepared 
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a speech, and I do not know what I will be saying. If you are impressed, you 
will be impressed by what is said, and not by the personality of the person 
who speaks. So, there will be no need to wonder whether you have been im¬ 
pressed by the physical presence of the speaker, or by what he has said." 

Just being impressed by the guru does not mean that the guru is genuine. 
If the guru is simple in appearance, you can be sure that it wasn't the outward 
appearance which impressed you. In any case, it may be that you are not im¬ 
pressed the first time you meet him. And still something will bring you back to 
him again and again. But no genuine guru will say, "You come to me, and I 
shall give you enlightenment." And there are gurus who say that. 


6.2 Silence is the Highest Teaching: 

The Ten Commandments versus "Thy Will Be Done" 

Christo: Why do nil these enlightened masters have these lists of do's and don'ts — 
meditations, therapies, mantras (repetition of a word), and so forth? 

Ramesh: That is not the true teaching. But you will find hundreds of gurus 
telling you to kill your ego. Who is to kill the ego? The one who is supposed to 
kill the ego is the ego. The ego is not going to commit hara-kiri. All do's and 
don'ts are completely useless. 

Christo: The scriptures must be useless too, tfum, because tluy are also concepts of ivhat should Ir. 
Ramesh: How you should be amounts to whatever the ego decides. 











Christo: All that ever need he printed is,"Thy Will be done." Why, then, have all these 
enlightened ones developed all these beautiful systems for opening the heart, raising the 
level of consciousness, etc.? Is it a game, or what? 

Ramesh: It is a game. 

Christo: To entertain themselves? To make the disciples feel guilty if they don't obey the 
rules and don't meditate? 

Ramesh: The basis of your question is, "Why is it difficult to understand such 
a simple thing?" 

Christo: Yes. Jesus says, "Thy Will be done," and then he gives ten commandments. 

Ramesh: The commandments are for the person who is not prepared to accept 
"Thy Will be done." Such a person is told to do this and do that. "Thy Will be 
done" is the direct approach. To understand this is all. Nothing else needs to 
be done. But even the understanding of it cannot be managed. It can only 
happen by itself. 

Christo: Then it would be better if these gurus would keep quiet, and not create all these 
concepts. 

Ramesh: That's what Ramana did. That is what Buddha did. Ramana said that 
ultimately you have to sit silently. And the ultimate and finest teaching is in 
silence. 

Shahida: So, you are saying that the highest teaching is silence? 

Ramesh: The ultimate teaching is in silence, because even the highest teaching — 
"Thy Will be done" — is a concept. Whatever any master has said is a concept. 

Shahida: What is not a concept? 

Ramesh: You know that you are, that you exist. Supposing your memory is 
lost, and you have even forgotten that you are Shahida. If I ask you, "Who are 
you?", you will say, "I don't know." That which you know when all your 
memory fails is not a concept. Everything that thought or memory tells you is 
a concept. The "I-Am," unspoken — not even thought of — is the only "thing" 
which is not a concept. The knowing of "I am alive," the feeling of being, being 
present, existing, "I Am that I Am." That's what God answered when He was 
asked by Moses who He was. You don't have to ask anybody, "Do I exist? Am 
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I alive?" This fact is undisputable. You know it. 

How does the "I-Am" arise? It is part of the manifestation. This body- 
mind organism is part of the manifestation. What was there before the 
manifestation arose? Before the Big Bang created this manifestation, "I-Am" 
also was not there. If the body-mind organism doesn't exist, who is to say, "I 
am?" So, ultimately, even the "I-Am" turns out to be a concept. Therefore, that 
which existed before the manifestation came into being is the only Truth. The 
abiding Truth is the Unmanifest, which Ramana Maharshi calls the "I-I." So, 
the unmanifest "I-I" became the impersonal "I-Am" after the manifestation arose, 
and the "I-Am" became the identified "I am Shahida" in that body-mind organism. 

Enlightenment is the reverse process: "I am Shahida," "I-Am," "I-I." When 
enlightenment happens, it is understood that there is no Shahida, but only a 
body-mind organism. And accompanying this organism is the feeling "I-Am," 
which remains as long as the organism is alive. After the organism is dead, "I-I," 
the Unmanifest, remains. 

Andrew: “Thy Will be done" is the best and last concept for me, and it seems to destroy 
all other lesser concepts. 

Ramesh: A concept is useful. "You use a concept as you use a thorn to remove 
another thorn imbedded in your foot," says Ramana. So, you use the concept 
"Thy Will be done" to remove other misconceptions. And when that is done, 
who is to say. Thy Will be done?" When "Thy Will be done" becomes under¬ 
stood with total conviction, then there is no need to think or talk of the concept 
anymore. It then has been discarded. So, you use a concept only in order to 
understand something, and then you throw the concept away. And what then 
remains is silence. 



7.1 The Talks Hammer the Same Teaching Repeatedly 


Madhukar: 1 would like to share with you what is going on with me. Could you give 
me some feedback? 

Ramesh: Sure. . 

Madhukar: As l told you a few days ago, 1 am in a space of total unknowing. I do not 
know what is going to come. 

Ramesh: Nobody does. 

Madhukar: I mean to say, I have no work, no plan, no project at hand. I have no family 
ties. I have no obligations. There is nothing I must do, or shouldn't do. I am left in an 
absolute limbo. Nothing really attracts me. Nothing seems interesting. Nothing calls or 
sparkles. There is no excitement in anything. All seems meaningless and without pur¬ 
pose. I really do not know what to do. 

I feel this thing in Pune is finished for me. Living in my studio in the Osho ashram, 
yet not having anything to do with the whole thing whatsoever, doesn't seem to me a 
healthy lifestyle. I feel like an outsider. My body is there, but not my heart. Some change 
needs to happen. 

Ramesh: Yes, I understand your situation. So, what will you do then, Madhukar? 

Madhukar: Some ideas have come to me. I asked for this meeting today to share them 
with you. 

Ramesh: What are they? You know, the other day a visitor came to me. He 
told me he is going to spend six months at Arunachala. He is going to rent a 
house from somebody. One can live on one's own, or one can live in the 
Ramanashramam. There they have a daily program which includes prayers, 
reciting the Vedas (Hindu scripture), singing bhajans (devotional songs), doing 
the arati (worship). But there is no obligation to participate in it. 

Madhukar: Oh yes, l know the situation there. I was therefor a few months. 

Ramesh: What do you have in mind, then? 

Madhukar: l would like to do something practical. I would like to have some meaning- 



ful work. I would like to do something which is also helpful for other seekers. About a year 
ago, I started to write a book about my search. One possibility would be to keep working 
on that book. 


Ramesh: Why not? I remember you told me about it. You could complete it. 


Madhukar: The question, then, is where to live and 
work. I can't imagine living in aflat in Pune. I feel it is 
not healthy for me to live in the ashram in Pune at this 
time. It would be better to move away. 




Ramesh: But what will happen with your apart¬ 
ment in the Osho ashram? 


Madhukar: They will take it. 
Ramesh: They will buy it? 
Madhukar: I don't think so. 
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Ramesh: So, you will not get any money out of it? 

Madhukar: It's theirs to use when I am not there. So, if I 
return to the ashram at some point, I can use it again. That's 
how it works. 

Ramesh: So, your expenses will increase if you take a 
flat somewhere. That will cost you two or three thou¬ 
sand rupees a month. 


Madhukar: More. For a one-bedroom flat, the low end is about three thousand rupees. 
Ramesh: So, Pune is expensive - almost as expensive as Bombay. 

Madhukar: I am thinking about moving out of the ashram anyhow, no matter where 1 
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will live or what it will cost. I am not concerned about the fact that the ashram is using 
my studio, or that I will not get any money for it. 

Ramesh: So, to move out of your apartment is a decision that you have made, 
right? 



Madhukar: Oh, yes. It's just a matter of when to 
move. 

Ramesh: But you can return to it at any time, 
right? 




Madhukar: Yes, that is wide open. At the moment, 
I have no interest in being there. 



Ramesh: What I mean is that you 
could return to it in a month, if you 
so desired. 

Madhukar: There is also the possibility of 



moving to Bombay. I would like to ask if that would be OK with you. 
Ramesh: Sure. 

Madhukar: And I want to ask you about the possibility of 
making recordings. Transcribing them, taking the highlights and 
interesting parts, and then making a book. 

Ramesh: Sure. Why not! 



Madhukar: The idea to make this kind of a book came to me some time ago. The other 
thought l am entertaining is to mow to Bombay. I would take a flat near your house. 

Ramesh: I doubt that you will get a flat. You see, the rates are such that you 
would need to pay around three hundred rupees per day for a simple room in 



a flat, sharing with a family. You would need to pay at least six or seven thou¬ 
sand rupees a month for shelter, and another three thousand rupees for food. 

Madhukar: Would you agree to this book thing? 

Ramesh: Certainly. I welcome the idea. Whatever comes out in the talks should 
be good enough. There will be many repetitions though. 

Madhukar: Because the teaching is the same, no matter what any seeker asks. 

Ramesh: That's right. Even the questions will repeat themselves. But in talks 
of this kind, repetitions are acceptable. Because the questions are asked in dif¬ 
ferent, contexts, even the same question will elicit a different answer each time. 
Some people come to Bombay to listen to the talks for a week, listening to the 
same teaching each day. In the same way the repetitions in the book will have 
an effect on the reader. The talks hammer the same point repeatedly. 

Your idea is good. Would you shuttle between Pune and Bombay? 

Madhukar: I would mainly live in Bombay. Let's-see what is going to happen. 

Ramesh: You could also keep working on your book. And that you can do 
anywhere. If you have the time, go to the nadi reader in Madras. He is genuine. 

Madhukar: Woiddn't an astrology reading be better? 

Ramesh: Nadi is better. Any guidance will be of help to you at a time like this. 

Madhukar: During my recent visit to Germany, many of your devotees told me of their 
wish to have a further seminar with you. I would be happy to help Heiner and Erika 
organize another one, if you would be interested in it. Would you be willing to have 
another one? 

Ramesh: I think that, physically, I am not able to leave Bombay anymore. 
Madhukar: Would you be willing to have one in Bombay? 

Ramesh: In Bombay, yes. But I think it is difficult to find a place in Bombay for 
eight or ten days. I think a week would be more than enough. And after the 
seminar, people could travel to other parts of India, like Goa or Kerala. 

Madhukar: Would Goa be a place for the seminar? 

Ramesh: Because of my health, I am in no position to leave Bombay for one or 
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two weeks with any confidence. 

Madhukar: As you said, one is in the departure lounge after the age of seventy-five. 
Ramesh: Waiting for the call. 

Madhukar: At forty-five, I already feel the same. These days, my only wish is to die. It 
is outrageous. But that seems to be the only thing left. 

Ramesh: But are you reasonably well-off financially? 

Madhukar: For now, yes. I do not need to work for my survival. I don't need to think 
about that yet. 

Ramesh: For a while... a couple of years? 

Madhukar: Yes. I would say four more years. 

Ramesh: So, the matter of money is not a very urgent thing for you. 

Madhukar: No. If I were forced to work for my survival, my life would be easier right 
now, I think. My situation is a kind of double-bind. 

Ramesh: I understand. 

Madhukar: At the moment, I really feel the only thing I want is to be near a guru — 
that means you. 

Ramesh: Mind you, Pune would be different... organizing a seminar in Pune. It 
is close enough to Bombay. My nephew lives in Pune. He is an architect. Kovalam 
Beach or Goa is out of the question. But Bombay or Pune are possible. I could 
come to Pune. So, if you want to arrange something for Pune, that would be 
manageable. 

Madhukar: What about Lonavala as the place for the seminar? 

Ramesh: Quite frankly, if I have a heart attack in Kovalam, what happens? It is 
a problem. But if I have a heart attack in Pune, it is not so bad. 

Madhukar: Because there are good facilities? 

Ramesh: That is my point. Pune I can manage; Bombay would be perfect for a 
seminar. 
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7.2 A Name of Christian or Sanskrit Origin — 
Attachment just the Same 

Shahida: Poonjaji gave me the name Shahida. What meaning is there in a name? 

Ramesh: A name means attachment. The name can be of Christian or Sanskrit 
origin. Attachment to name A or to name B makes no difference. 

Madhukar: I asked for a sannyas name when I was initiated into discipleship by Osho. 
And when I went to Poonjaji,'I wanted a new name from him as well. The name given by 
the guru to the disciple establishes a bond between guru and disciple, and is the formal 
beginning of their relationship. And the new name did signify for me the end of the old 
and the beginning of a new chapter in life — a life of a seeker after Truth. 

Ramesh: You were identified with one name, and now you are identified with 
another name. That's all. 

Madhukar: Poonjaji said that for a new life, a new name is needed. To receive a new name 
is like baptism. It is part of the initiation into disciplehood, into the life with the guru. 

Ramesh: My question to Poonjaji would then be, "Who is to give up whose 
past? Who is to start a new life?" 

Andrew: Poonjaji gave me the name Bodhidharma. 


Ramesh: A big name. 
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8.1 Prior to Consciousness 

Madhukar: If a guru like Osho Rajneesh teaches change and becoming, then the disciple 
has to practice in order to realize what is being taught. And he has to stay and live at the 
place where such practices are being conducted, which is usually an ashram. 

Ramesh: And the guru knows what will attract people, and will speak to that 
purpose only. And he will tell the people whatever they like to hear, and not 
what they need to hear. 

The Rajneesh ashram was worth 500 million dollars four or five years ago, 
so I was told. And the Ganeshpuri ashram of Muktanand is worth 300 million 
dollars. It is an enormous property. They have constructed high walls there 
now, and watchmen with guns keep the local people out. And they still call it 
an ashram. 

Madhukar: After all, such gurus and their ashrams are part of the functioning of Totality, 
and are created by God or Consciousness. They are destined to happen, aren't they? 

Ramesh: Sure. They are part of Totality, like poverty and disease. 

Did you meet Shalini, who is working for the World Hunger Project? 

Madhukar: Yes, I did. 

Ramesh: I told her, "You play your role, OK, but hunger is not going to be 
eradicated by the work of an organization like the World Hunger Project, 
because hunger has existed in the world since the beginning of time." I actually 
believe that hunger will continue to exist in the world despite the efforts of 
such organizations. The hunger problem in the world will probably become 
even worse because of the steep increase in population in the Third World. 

One can play one's role in trying to help others, like Shalini does. But to 
expect a permanent solution is just wishful thinking. 

Madhukar: I have a question which pops up again and again. No answer has satisfied 
this question yet. 

Nisargadatta Maharaj explained that the body-mind organism originates from the 
meeting of the sperm and the egg of our parents. The sperm and the egg in turn originate 
from the food which has been consumed. Maharaj further explains tluit Consciousness 
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can only exist and become aware of itself through a body-mind organism, as the " I-am - 
ness," or the sense of presence. Does the body need to exist first, and then consciousness 
can appear? But what then created the food in the first place, at the beginning of the 
chain, perhaps millions of years ago? So, where does the food come from? 

Ramesh: Consciousness-not-aware-of-itself becomes Consciousness-aware-of- 
itself. 


Madhukar: Consciousness needs a body-mind organism for that, right? 
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Ramesh: Yes, Consciousness becomes aware through the 
body-mind organism. If there weren't any sentient 
beings, what could Consciousness be aware of? In that 
case, manifestation wouldn't exist. So, the sentient body- 
mind organism is necessary for Consciousness to be 
aware of itself. The organism is part of the manifestation. 
And the living dream called life continues exactly as in 
your personal dream. Nightmares and pleasant events 



happen in both the personal and in the living dreams. 

The whole point is that there is no individual seeker. Rather, seeking is 
happening through a body-mind organism called Madhukar. But Madhukar 
thinks he is seeking. And Madhukar wants enlightenment. Enlightenment is 
merely the ceasing of the seeking. And that happens when the individual entity 
who wants enlightenment is annihilated. 

It is the individual who wants money, power, love, or enlightenment. But 
if one truly understands that no individual exists, that it is merely a body- 
mind organism which is made to seek as part of the functioning of Totality, 
then the seeking stops and no one wants or desires or rejects anything. And 
that desireless state is just being, existing, accepting whatever goes on as part 
of the functioning of Totality, or as the Will of God. There is no individual 
with a free will, with personal doership. That is the basis of my whole teaching. 

How does Consciousness or God work through each body-mind organism? 
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It has created each body-mind organism uniquely, which is proven by each 
organism's very specific DNA. Each body-mind organism is programmed in a 
certain way so that only certain actions will happen through it. The brain of 
every organism reacts to an outside impulse, which can be a thought or a 
perception or an event. And the reaction to that impulse will result in an action 
which you call "your" action. Once you truly understand that any reaction is 
exactly what God wanted to produce through this specific body-mind organism 
at this time, then all actions become God's actions and are not your actions. 
And all actions which happen through somebody else are not his or her actions, 
but God's actions as well. 

If all actions are God's actions, and are according to His Will, then there 
can't be any feeling of guilt or pride, nor can I call anybody my enemy. That is 
my basic teaching, Madhukar. 

Madhukar: I would like to ask you a further question regarding consciousness. What 
does Maharaj mean when he speaks about that which is prior to Consciousness? 

Ramesh: Prior to Consciousness is the Source from which consciousness, or the 



sense of presence, has arisen. And that Source is only 
one Source. That's why that Source cannot know itself. 

Madhukar: But why do we want to speak about something 
which we cannot even know? 

Ramesh: We are only conceptualizing about the Source. 
We can only apply the thinking mind. 



Madhukar: We are speculating, and then we say, “Well, it must be like that." But we 
cannot be sure about it, right? 


Ramesh: "It must be like that," is all we can say. 


69 




Madhukar: We cannot say it is like this with absolute certainty. 

Ramesh: Who will say it? Only the mind of a body-mind organism can say it, 
you see. 

Madhukar: What exists before the " l-Am"-ness, before the sense of presence arises? 
Does the “l-Am"-ness arise from the food body? I repeat my question, does the organism 
exist first, and only then can consciousness arise? 

Ramesh: Let us use the example of deep sleep. Who is aware of what in deep 
sleep? 

Madhukar: There is no awareness in deep sleep. 

Ramesh: Right, there is no awareness in deep sleep. The deep sleep state is 
exactly what the Source is. So, in deep sleep you are the Source, you are God, 
if you prefer the word. You are the Source. And the Source will know what? 
All there is, is the Source. Something comes from the Source, but the Source 
cannot know the Source. 

Your eye can see all objects, but it cannot see itself. To see your own eye 
you have to step before a mirror. In the same way. Consciousness needs a 
mirror to see itself. So, for Consciousness to be aware of itself, it has to see 
itself through this mirror of manifestation. 

Madhukar: Maharaj says that Consciousness becomes aware of itself only through a 
body-mind organism, right? 

Ramesh: That's right. 

Madhukar: But the body-mind organism itself is the product of the food essence. So, 
that must mean that the food essence existed first, and through it Consciousness is able to 
become aware of itself. Could you explain this? 

Ramesh: So, in order to become aware of itself. Consciousness has created this 
manifestation through what the scientist calls the Big Bang. Before the Big 
Bang, there was only the Source, and no one was aware of anything. 

Madhukar: Then the body-mind organism and the manifestation must exist first, and 
then consciousness comes into existence. 

Ramesh: The body is part of the manifestation. 
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Madhukar: OK. On the other hand, you also teach us that life and manifestation, and 
whatever happens in it, are part of the Cosmic Dream, or God's leela or play. 

Ramesh: It is a dream. 

Madhukar: That's the point. A dream cannot he real. But we are talking about the 
manifestation as if it were real. And Consciousness had to create it, because Consciousness 
can only become aware of itself through the existence of sentient beings — through 
manifestation — which in turn were created by Consciousness itself. 

Ramesh: That is correct. That is why the manifestation, and whatever happens 
in it, is truly only a dream. And a dream is not real. 

Madhukar: And if the body-mind organism and the manifestation are not real, and are 
merely part of a dream... 

Ramesh: They are not real. And that is why Ramana Maharshi said, "There is 
no creation and there is no dissolution," except as a dream which arises in 
Consciousness. 

When you truly understand this, you are not bothered with questions 
anymore. If you know that you will die in the next minute, what will you be 
bothered with? Nothing. When you are about to fall asleep, you are not bothered 
with anything. You actually want to fall asleep. If one is not afraid of deep 
sleep, why then should one be afraid of death? In deep sleep one is not afraid 
of anything. There is no one aware of anything. So, deep sleep is the Source. 
But sleep and dream alternate. 

Madhukar: And still, something remembers the good or bad sleep of the body-mind 
organism, isn't that so? 

Ramesh: It is the Source that remembers. The Source is that from which the 
entire dream of manifestation has come. It is the Source which becomes aware 
of the fact that this body-mind organism was in deep sleep. 

Madhukar: But it only becomes aware after the body-mind organism wakes up, when 
there is consciousness, right? 

Ramesh: What becomes aware when it wakes up is Madhukar. Madhukar is 
absent in deep sleep. But impersonal Consciousness is present in deep sleep, 
because of which one can say: I had a good sleep. What is this "\" which had a 
good sleep? This "V is the Source. So, all there is, is the Source. 

If Madhukar is absent and is not concerned with anything during deep 



sleep, why should Madhukar be concerned with and afraid of death? Honestly, 
I look forward to death. I only hope that it happens suddenly. 

Madhukar: I could say the same thing for myself. 

Ramesh: Good. What else is there? But in the meantime, since death is not 
occurring now, what can we do? We just watch whatever happens and stay 
with it, accept it. 

Sushila: But as long there is identification with happiness and pain, there is also desire 
and aversion, and witnessing is often not possible. 

Ramesh: Identified, one experiences happiness and misery. But one wants 
only happiness and tries to exclude the misery. Remember, you didn't identify 
yourself with anything. Identification just happened. That which comes from 
the Source will be connected with the happiness and with the unhappiness. 
Once you have that understanding, you will be able to accept both. You know 
that happiness and unhappiness will change. Everything keeps changing. When 
you truly understand that all happens according to God's Will, you can only 
accept whatever happens. 

Madhukar: Whatever happens, happens anyway — no matter whose will it is. 

Ramesh: It is only you who decide that this is making you happy, or that it is 
making you unhappy. When the understanding has happened, the pleasure 
and the pain are both accepted. Acceptance means you don't want to change 
anything. While one is identified, one wants the pleasure to remain, and the 
pain to pass, forever. 

Worry might arise in a sage as well. But worrying, or a happy-go-lucky 
attitude, is part of the programming of the body-mind organism. An identified 
body-mind organism who doesn't worry can be called lucky in comparison to 
somebody who worries. But his luck is programmed. So long as the body- 
mind organism exists, the programmed worry will continue, even in a sage, 
and he will worry about what might happen tomorrow. That worry can never 
be gotten rid of. And the insecurity regarding what will happen tomorrow is 
always a source of worry. The programming continues. The brain reacts to 
something and starts worrying. So worry happens. But once it is understood 
that whatever happens will change again, then the worry gets cut off at that 
moment by the understanding. Life means more misery than happiness. Both 
are part of living. Basically, some people are worriers, and others are going to 
be merry. The individual wants happiness, and being happy means not 
worrying. But worrying and not worrying, happiness and unhappiness. 
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alternate all the time. 

For some people, everything in life is always going smoothly, and then all 
of a sudden, they die of a massive heart attack. Such people I call lucky in life 
and lucky in death. Others live in prolonged misery and have a hard life and 
die a miserable death. But that is the destiny of the body-mind organism 
concerned. Destiny is the Will of God. 

That is my basic teaching. If asked, "What does Ramesh have to say?", this 
is what Ramesh has to say. 





9.1 The Suitability of the Guru: 

Keep trying on rings until you find the one that fits 

Bruce: I am on the bhakti (devotion) path. Is the practice o/japa (repetition of a name 
of God) necessarily an obstacle? 

Ramesh: If a body-mind organism is programmed to do japa or any other 
practice, it will do so until there is a sudden realization that this japa is going on 
all the time by itself, that there is no "me" doing the japa. 

Bruce: The process could lead to a moment in which complete disidentification. could 
suddenly occur. Is that what you want to say? 

Ramesh: Yes. All practices, including japa and Self-inquiry, are meant only for 
beginners. 

Bruce: The Self-inquiry stops when the seeking has ended. 

Ramesh: In fact, the question "Who am I?" stops much earlier. 

Tom: I have a specific dilemma. I keep telling myself " OK, I am doing some japa." It 
is the "me" doing it with the desire that the japa will happen on its own accord, without 
a "me" doing it. A doer seems necessary in the beginning. How could japa ever happen 
on its own if the practice were never started in the first place? It is as if I have to prime 
the pump first, as a pre-condition for the system to operate. 

Ramesh: So, prime the pump! I suggested earlier, do exactly what you are 
doing already. You think you have free will. So, do whatever you think you 
want to do. And that practicing will cease when it is supposed to cease. 

Tom: I know that the ceasing of my efforts and practices, and the japa becoming doer¬ 
less, will not come about very easily or quickly. So then, it's like, "OK, Advaita is a 
better path. It's the lazy seeker's way to enlightenment." (laughter) That's where the 
donkey between the two bails of hay comes out in me. I admit I find this phenomenon 
happening in my case. 

Ramesh: Let it happen. At some point it will stop happening. Accept whatever 
is happening. If you are doing Self-inquiry or meditation or japa presently. 



continue to do whatever it is. If a change is to occur, it will occur. 

Bruce: Anna mala i .S wa m i was talking about the suitability of a practice. Just as you try 
different rings until the proper one fits your finger, in the same way the right practice 
will be found. And then you wear the ring without thinking about its suitability anymore. 
That's about all the thinking you have to do about it. 




Which guru' 


Ramesh: And it may be that your finger gets fatter, and you need to change 
the ring! Then you exchange the ring for a larger one. 

Madhukar: The example of the ring being exchanged for a larger ring — the exchange 
symbolizing a change of practice — is also the correct simile for the occurrence of a change 
in gurus. Usually, particular practices come with a particular guru. It is one package. 



When a certain practice comes to an end for a seeker, and he is still not totally d is identified 
as a personal doer, the seeking will lead him to another guru. 

I do not know if this is a general law of existence, but it has happened in my case 
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more than once. 1 was with Osho Rajneeshfor 12 years, and then spent another two years 
with Sri Poonjaji before 1 met Ramesh. The gurus changed for the ’’better, meaning the 
understanding went deeper with each succeeding one. 

Ramesh: You see, the impersonal process cannot go backwards. 

Madhukar: That is true in my own case. I feel that no power on earth could take me 
back to my former gurus with the intention of learning or wanting to understand 
something. Of course, I could go back to touch their feet. I still feel gratitude and reverence. 

Ramesh: The impersonal process always goes forward. 

Michael: That is comforting to hear. 

Ramesh: That's exactly why Ramana Maharshi said, "Your head is already in 
the tiger's mouth." Even if you want to, you cannot escape. What mistake can 
you make when you are in the tiger's jaws? Could you do something wrong or 
right in such a situation? It is not in your power to take your head out of the 
tiger's mouth! 

Bruce: Well, we can try. Some people seem to try, (laughter) 

Ramesh: And the trying will continue as long as it is supposed to. The stopping 
of trying is destined. 

Michael: After I heard your teaching yesterday, l find myself with a nagging feeling of 
defeat. Before, there was a sense of comfort in being identified with myself as an entity, 
and in having the attitude, "Well, if I don't attain enlightenment in this life, all is not 
lost, for there will be a continuation of the search in a future life." But now that 1 have 
heard your teaching, I see myself as an entity saying, "If I don't make it in this life, I 
have blown it, because 7' don't have a future life to come." 

Ramesh: As long as there is the feeling, "I want to become enlightened," 
enlightenment can never happen. The "me"-entity, Michael, cannot be enlight¬ 
ened. Enlightenment can only happen when this penultimate understanding 
arrives: "I don't care if enlightenment happens or not." The "me"-entity is 
then no longer there. And then it is likely that enlightenment will happen at 
any time. 


Michael: Is it necessary to exhaust all practices and all spiritual doing until one feels, "1 
did everything I possibly could?" 
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Bruce: How can you stop?! (laughter) 


Ramesh: Oh, yes. That is a feeling that arises. 

Michael: Is that a necessary stage for the seeker to go through? 

Ramesh: Yes. It is necessary to come to the point at which you will say, "I 
don't care anymore. I have done all I could." Then you tell God, "Alright, 
God, if you don't want to bring about enlightenment in this body-mind 
organism/don't! It's Your Will." 

Michael: For me, the sense is that I feel I haven't yet done all I could. I haven't done all yet. 

Ramesh: So, you ask me, "What do I do now, after listening to you? Should I 
still practice until all doing is exhausted?" The answer is simple: do whatever 
you think you should be doing. If you feel you need to meditate, meditate. 

Michael: I admit that at times my interest in Advaita is motivated by the notion that 
I can sit back in the easy-chair and get enlightened without effort. Is it really necessary 
for me to first go through and exhaust everything I can in order to earn the easy-chair? 
Does it have to be that way? 

Ramesh: No, it doesn't have to be that way. But as I said before, if you have 
been meditating and you like meditation, continue. If you don't like meditation, 
and therefore meditation ceases, don't feel guilty. If it stops, it stops by itself. 
That is the change which the understanding brings about. 

Ramakrishna Paramahamsa's ultimate teaching was, "Be totally convinced 
that whatever happens is according to God's Will, that you are only His 
instrument, and then you may do whatever you like," even if you think it is 
"you" who are doing whatever you like. But this will not happen unless it is 
God's Will. 

9.2 You Cannot use the Understanding as a Tool 

Ramesh: You cannot use the intellectual understanding as a tool to improve 
yourself. But this is what the mind says: "I will go to guru so-and-so. What he 
teaches appeals to me. Therefore, I shall make use of the teaching to be a better 
person." It doesn't work that way. 

That is why I say that the penultimate stage before the occurrence of en¬ 
lightenment is the total acceptance that enlightenment may not happen in this 
body-mind organism. But who is to care? As I told you, when enlightenment 




happens there is no 
one to enjoy enlight¬ 
enment. Therefore, 
the pro-cess of en¬ 
lightenment is an im¬ 
personal process. 

Bruce: So, it doesn’t 
matter if it happens 
now, or in a hundred 
years, or in one hundred 
thousand years from 
now. What difference 
does it make? 


Desire for enlightenment: Yes 
Tools to reach it: No 


Ramesh: The indi¬ 
vidual thinks he is the 
seeker. But the basic 


understanding is that no individual can be a seeker in his own right. The seeking 
has begun because it was supposed to, as part of God's Will or part of the 
functioning of Totality. And the body-mind organism was programmed at the 
moment of conception for seeking to start on that exact day and time. 

The spiritual seeker considers himself superior to someone who is seeking 
money. The mind says, "He is only seeking money. She is only seeking a husband. 
But I am seeking enlightenment." But the basic understanding is that whatever 
seeking happens through a particular body-mind organism is exactly what is 
supposed to happen. So, if a person seeks money, that body-mind organism 
has been programmed at the moment of conception to seek only money and 
nothing else. A money-seeker can't help but to keep seeking money compulsively. 
The American billionaires can't stop making more money. It is not in their 
hands to say, "I have enough." 


9.3 Spiritual Powers: Impediments to Spiritual Progress 

Bruce: Is it totally arbitrary as to which past-lives one remembers? Why would one remem¬ 
ber only certain ones ? 

Ramesh. There is no why about it. After enlightenment, something happens. 
Some gifts come into the body-mind organism. Someone like me — who didn't 
give talks before enlightenment, who was afraid to make an after-dinner speech — 
will start to speak and continue to speak, as 1 am speaking now. Somebody like 
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me — who never wrote a word, who could not write — will write books. Other 
people will be able to read the future. Some others may receive the power to heal. 

But if the total understanding is not there, the mind will say, "I am 
enlightened. Now I can cure people. I can write." So long as that happens, the 
total understanding has not happened. And therefore gifts or siddhis (psychic 
powers) are a tremendous obstruction for enlightenment to happen. But then 
it is destined for the understanding to proceed only so far in that organism. 
There are many people who say, "I am enlightened now, because I can do 
things which I couldn't do earlier." 

Bruce: I am doing healing work myself. And l am aware of when and why it might be 
an obstacle to the understanding. But can't we view healing simply as just another 
activity? 

Ramesh: Of course. I am not saying that the sense of satisfaction cannot arise. 
You have cured somebody and the patient feels grateful, which in turn brings 
about a feeling of satisfaction in you. But you don't say, "I cured him." So, 
there is no question of any pride arising. 

If I find a seeker to be extremely receptive, a feeling of pleasure will 
certainly arise. But if the teaching doesn't sink in in the case of another seeker, 
I know that it is because there is resistance. In that case, there is no frustration 
on my part. An individual would be frustrated, the jnani (sage) isn't. 

Bruce: Are you saying that you experience the "why" but that you don't reflect upon it? 
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Ramesh: It is important to understand that "I" am not experiencing. The 
experiencing is happening. I am not talking, the talking is happening; I am not 
doing anything, the doing is happening. This is easier to understand. But it is 
difficult to resist the feeling, "I have experienced something, and therefore I 
am progressing spiritually." 


9A Soham: The True Meditation 

Bruce: 1 would like to ask a more personal question about the process ofdisidentification. 
When I left your talks yesterday, l realized that the teaching had really sunk in significantly .' 
Something had happened. Without having done anything with it, it had its own 
momentum. 

Ramesh: That is correct. 

Bruce: And I knew that something like this hadn't happened before. Somehow l felt I 
had dipped further into Consciousness. And now that it has happened, you are saying 
there is nothing I should do with this, not even to bring back my mind to it, or work on 
it somehow. Are you saying that an understanding has been received, and now it's 
working on its own ? 

Ramesh: That is the point. What brings about the change? You cannot bring 
about the change. The understanding will bring about such changes as are 
supposed to happen. And they are not in your hands. And, more importantly, 
"you" are not improving. There is just no "you" to improve. 

Bruce: Why is it that your approach, and the one ofRamana Maharshi, seem to differ? 
Ramana Maharshi taught a practice of Self-inquiry. You are not suggesting that practice. 
But yet, Ramana Maharshi’s approach also derives from the same Advaitic teaching. 

Ramesh: What Ramana Maharshi says is mostly addressed to the individual 
seeker. And the individual seeker is told to ask him/herself, "Who is seeking?" 
When you ask yourself, "Who is seeking?", you are not looking for an answer 
to your question. You are supposed to stop at the question. That is not 
understood. Ramana Maharshi doesn't say that you tell yourself, "It is not the 
body that is seeking, it is not the mind that is seeking." That would be the 
mind, which would be going round and round by keeping questioning. Ramana 
suggests f° yourself. Who is seeking?" And if you just remain with the 
question, you will find that the "who" disappears. 

Bruce: That has been my experience. 
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Ramesh: The "who" who asks the question, disappears. And in the "I am 
Tom," the "Tom" disappears and the "I-Am" remains. But during the process, 
Tom keeps coming back for an undetermined length of time. And that is part 
of the impersonal functioning of Totality. 

Bruce: I see a seeming difference between Self-inquiry and your teaching. Ramana says 
it is useful to keep up the question "Who am I?" as long as realization has not happened. 

Ramesh: It is important to ask "Who am I?" in the beginning. But after a while 
of practicing Self-inquiry, one will find that there is no answer. 

Bruce: Are you saying that at that point, the questioner in fact then remains in the 
presence of the unspoken question? 

Ramesh: Once the mind stops seeking an answer to the question, the question 
drops. Then the "who" that is asking questions merges into the Source. 

Bruce: How is it with other students of yours ? When they have understood the teaching, 
when they have really received it, then does it have its own momentum and go deeper for 
them? And yet, there is time involved. Enlightenment doesn't occur instantly in most cases. 

Ramesh: That's exactly what Ramana Maharshi meant. The seeker will continue 
to ask the question "Who am I?" until the question itself drops. But Ramana 
has repeated scores of times that it is of no use to simply repeat this question. 
But people didn't or don't listen to him, and they repeat, "Who am I? Who am 
I?" By doing so, nothing is going to happen, because it is the mind that is 
asking the question and wanting an answer to it. 

Bruce: My experiences are a little different from what you describe. I want to share them 
to make sure I am doing the right thing. While the question is not even formulated 
anymore on the thought level, I notice a quieting of the mind, and a stillness. And even 
if the question might still be there on a gross level , I am really not concerned with the 
answer. The Self-inquiry is more something like a way of remembering the Self, if there is 
such a thing to remember. 

Ramesh: Quite right. The path of Self-inquiry is to find out who you are, and 
not to expect an answer. What you usually do in meditation is to keep watching 
the breath, the in-breath and out-breath. Breathing in and breathing out is 
called soham, so-ham. So means "That" and a ham means "I-Am." Soham means 
"That I Am." Constantly breathing in and out is nothing other than constantly 
saying so-lwm. The in-breath is so, the out-breath is aluim. And since breathing 
is going on all the time, watching the breath is a way of remaining connected 
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True meditation 



with the Source, uninterruptedly. Also, every time you 
are in deep sleep, you are connected with the Source. 

. So, when you are meditating, or when you start 
with the question and the question gradually disappears, 
you are at the Source until the mind brings up the question 
again. So, the Source, being interrupted by the question, keeps 
on being interrupted as long as such interruptions are 
supposed to happen. But after a while, you don't have to 
ask the question at all. The question is only meant for the 
beginner. The question is asked by the mind. 

After some period of time of practicing Self-inquiry, 
the question is not necessary anymore. Now you are 
able just to watch your breath while you sit quietly 
and relaxed after a hard days work. 

Bruce: I had an irritational problem with practicing Self- 
inquiry. 1 actually felt a certain quietness while meditating. 
To bring the question "Who am l?" into that quietness felt 
like bringing a superimposition from a more gross level into 
the subtle level of silence. It was not necessary. That's why 
the question gave me an irritation. 

Ramesh: So, let the question stop. Ramana Maharshi 
does not say the question will remain until the end. It 
actually disappears at some point of practice. 

Bruce: One needs to resist forcing the question to happen, or 
to not resist the question disappearing, right? 

Ramesh: That's right, it disappears by itself. 

Bruce: In other words, when I was with Annamalai Swami, 
I was presented with the question, and was then presented 
with the unfolding of its workings. Now it is in here. (Bruce 
points to his heart) When the question disappeared, it 
disappeared. 

Ramesh: So, the unfolding of that question means not 
expecting an answer. When the mind asks the question, 
it expects an answer. 

Bruce: As we are seeking enlightenment, don't we also seek 
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our self-identification? It is a kind of contradiction. 

Ramesh: That is correct. That's why Self-inquiry is 
meant only for the very new seekers. As the search 
gradually progresses, there is no need for the question 
"Who am I?" anymore. There is a stage in which you 
merely sit quietly and watch your incoming and 
outgoing breath. Maybe you would like to sit quietly 
and try this meditation: watch your incoming and 
outgoing breath, soham. The resonance of the sound 
"so" of the ingoing breath is like this ( Ramesh demonstrates 
the meditation by breathing in and out), and the sound of 
the outgoing breath will be aham. After some time of 
practicing this meditation, you will be able to sit quietly, 
watching only the outgoing breath. There will be no 
need to watch the so anymore, because the incoming 
breath will happen by itself. And the incoming breath 
is usually much shorter than the outgoing breath. Often 
you will find that the breathing-out goes on and on 
and on, and seems as if it doesn't want to stop at all 
anymore. On the other hand, the in-breath will take 
only a fourth or a fifth of the time it takes to breathe 
out. So, you don't have to watch the breathing-in. You 
need only watch the breath going out, and concentrate 
on the aham. And that aham is the "I-I" that Ramana 
Maharshi speaks of. But don't forget, we can speak 
about the "I-I" only conceptually. 



Bruce: Again, the outbreath is the "I-I"? 


Ramesh: That is the point. Rather, the "I-I" is actually 
not the out-breath, but that moment when the out- 
breath comes to its end and stops. That is the Source. 
The continuous breathing in and breathing out of the 
physical body is a natural process which enables you 
to remain attached to the original Self at all times. This 
is how the breath has been, and is being, used in order 
to be "naturally" in the Self. 

Bruce: So, the gap between the in-breath and the out-breath 
is the "1-1"? 



But 'who'' does it? 
And for what ’ 
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Ramesh: No, the end of the out-breath is the "H" 

Tom: Because that's the point of disidentification. 

Ramesh: That is correct. Ramana Maharshi and other masters say, "Be always in 
the 'I-Am.'" What do they mean by "Be in the 1-Am"'? Who is to be in the "I- 
Am"? Being in the "I-Am" means not to be in the small "self," in the personal 
identification. How can I always remain in the "I-Am" in practical life? You 
can't sit in meditation for twenty-four hours a day. Being in the "I-Am" means, 
in effect, being without your identification. And being without identification 
means witnessing whatever happens, without any judging or comparing. 

It is in the nature of the mind to think, to wonder. And it is likewise the 
nature of the mind to jump about. You cannot prevent the monkey from jumping 
about. The more you try to keep him quiet, the more he will try to jump about. 
If you ignore the monkey, he will probably become quiet by himself. 

Bruce: Yesterday when I sat in meditation, I was just sitting and I didn't do any 
particular thing. The meditation was different from any other I have ever done. 

Ramesh: The difference between the meditation of an individual, and true 
meditation, is very simple. In deliberate meditation, there is a "me" meditating 
with a certain aim. True meditation happens when the body and the mind are 
relaxed and quiet, and nothing else needs to be done. Your work day is over, 
and you feel restful and physically and mentally tired. Then meditation happens, 
and in that meditation there is no "me" which says, "I am meditating." That is 
true meditation. 

So, the stages are: first, involvement, which the ordinary man is constantly 
caught up in. He doesn't know anything else. Then, as the understanding goes 
deeper, witnessing begins. This is a witnessing of whatever happens, without 
judging. What is happening here, right now? A conversation between two 
individuals is going on. There are questions and answers. They are being 
witnessed here. (Ramesh points to himself) So, when you leave after the talks, the 
witnessing stops here, because there is nothing to witness. Then the eyes close. 
That state I call, conceptually, a non-witnessing state. And if that non-witnessing 
state is not disturbed, it goes into a state in which meditation happens, and in 
which no "one" is meditating. These are the states. 

So, when involvement becomes less and less, there is more and more 
witnessing. The change from the witnessing to the non-witnessing state is as 
smooth as the changing of the gears in an automatic car. When there is something 
to witness, witnessing happens. When there is nothing to witness, the non¬ 
witnessing state happens. But the non-witnessing state is not the natural state. 
It is the normal state. Sounds are heard, the smells from the kitchen are smelled. 



but the perceptions are so passive that there is no "me" to be interested in 
them. It is the most passive recording of sense perceptions by the brain. If, 
during the non-witnessing state, something appears and can be witnessed, you 
go back to the witnessing state. This is how a body-mind organism in which 
enlightenment has happened functions. 

Now, you are thinking, "Ramesh is talking and I am listening." But what is 
understood here, on this side, is that talking and listening between two 
organisms is one event in the functioning of Totality. There is no individual 
talking and no individual listening at this moment. They happen as one 
impersonal event, the purpose being the imparting of the teaching. 

That is why I advise to try and not think about the teaching. The 
understanding of it will happen as destined. Thinking about the teaching can 
be an obstruction. And yet it happens. If the three of you get together after the 
talk and discuss the teaching, that is part of the functioning of Totality, and is 
therefore part of what is supposed to happen. And that discussion may lead to 
something else. 



10.1 Rajneesh, Krishnamurti, Poonjaji, Gangaji, 

Andrew Cohen — They All Ramble Along 

Ramesh: At what level of understanding are you? 

Ashika: I don't know. 

Ramesh: Do you have any questions? Did you go to anybody else before coming 
here? 

Ashika: I was living with Rajneesh in his communes. And then I visited Poonjaji and 
Gangaji. 

Ramesh: When did you visit Poonjaji? Did you visit him in India? 

Ashika: Yes, in Lucknow. 

Ramesh: So, you have been in India before? 

Ashika: This is the seventh visit. I have been living in Pune. 

Ramesh: You have been with Rajneesh quite some time, then? 

Ashika: Yes. But with him it was a very different story. As far as I was concerned, it 
wasn't inquiry then. When I was with Rajneesh, it was a lot about my heart opening up. 
I was very devoted, very bhakti -oriented. I left everything to be with that man. And 
then when I was with Poonjaji, my spiritual search turned towards jnana, knowledge. 
And inquiry happened with Gangaji, who is Poonjaji's enlightened disciple. But when I 
read your book, there was a kind of "Wowa kind of a... 

Ramesh: A certain clarity. 

Ashika: Yes, it was very clear. And while reading your books, I found myself often in 
the knowingness that I am not this body, this mind. Yet at other times, the mind was 
spinning, many thoughts were running. But this knowingness would visit me again 
and again. I was thinking, "What am / going to do in Bombay?" because what you have 
written in your books is so clear that there shouldn't be any questions left. I just have to 
wait without waiting. But I just had to visit you. 1 couldn't help it. 


Ramesh: What you are saying is that you are here because you feel compelled 
to be here, almost in spite of yourself. 

Ashika: Yes. 

Ramesh: Therefore, "you" didn't come here. Some power has brought you 
here, hasn't it? The same power which sent you to Rajneesh, Poonjaji, and 
Gangaji has ultimately sent you here. 

Now, can you tell me what is the teaching of Rajneesh, what does he say? 
Can you boil his teaching down to a few sentences? I mean, he has written 
some five hundred books, or so. 

Ashika: An important aspect of his teaching, for me, was, "Be totally in the present 
moment, in the now, in whatever you are doing." His message was always, "Never doubt 
what you are doing. Just do it!" 

Ramesh: Never doubt what you are doing. You mean to say his teaching is: 
whatever you are doing, never doubt it. Do whatever you like with self- 
confidence and courage. Is that what he was saying? 

Ashika: Yes. He said, "Be total, be absolutely total in what you are doing." 

Ramesh: "Absolutely total" I would interpret as, "Be totally convinced of what 
you are doing." I interpret that as meaning, "Be very sure of your decisions. 
Weigh all the consequences, and then stick to your decisions." Is that what he 
meant to teach? 

Ashika: During the time 1 was with him, l didn't see it like that. Since I have read your 
books, it has become more clear to me what "being total" meant for me in those days with 
Rajneesh. Total-ness meant, "If you eat rice, eat sixty pounds of rice!" I thought "total" 
was to Iwve as much as one could. What you are teaching is different from that. You say, 
"What you are doing at this moment is what you are doing, because you are doing it." Is 
that right? 

Ramesh: In other words, what I am saying is: you are not doing whatever you 
think you are doing. Rather, that doing is happening. 

(Scan enters the room) This is Sean, and this is... what is your name? 

Ashika: Ashika. 

Ramesh: That is the name you got from Rajneesh. What is your name, the one 
your mother gave you? 
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Ashika: My name is Shell, like sea shell. 

Ramesh (to Sean): Shell has been with Rajneesh for quite some time. I was 
asking Shell what he had understood to be Rajneesh's basic teaching? Many 
people have told me that it is very difficult to pin-point it. He has written 
hundreds of books and given thousands of talks. 

Sean: Rajneesh has spoken on virtually every subject. 

Ramesh: My real quarrel with him is that he is totally irresponsible in his 
statements. He doesn't care a damn for accuracy of fact. So, that is why I doubt 
his credibility. 

I can give you an example. He once said, "The trouble in the world happens 
because the Christians want to convert everybody to Christianity, the Muslims 
want everybody to be Muslim, and the Hindus want to convert everybody to 
Hinduism." This is wrong. Conversion is not part of Hinduism. In fact, it is not 
easy to become a Hindu. Rajneesh, in making these kinds of statements, cannot 
have any credibility. Whenever he said something like that, I had to figure out 
for myself which part was rubbish, and which part fact. After hearing him 
make these factually incorrect statements for some time, I came to the conclusion 
that he was doing no good by saying such things. For me, his very credibility 
is in question, even apart from his showmanship. My own impression is that 
Rajneesh was a performer. 

A friend of mine named Gandhi knew him since his earliest days as a guru. 
Rajneesh wanted my friend to join him. Sean, you must remember Gandhi, 
who used to wear a Gandhi cap and a long coat? He used to sit close to Maharaj. 
In any case, Gandhi didn't join Rajneesh because Rajneesh's philosophy didn't 
suit him. Gandhi's opinion was that Rajneesh was a mass-hypnotist, and that is 
why people were impressed by him. Gandhi knew Rajneesh from the very 
start of his career, at a time when Rajneesh didn't have enough money to pay 
the rent for the hall in which he gave his talk. After the talk, four people would 
pass through the hall holding a chaddar (sheet) and collect contributions. 
Compare the worth of Rajneesh at that time with his ashram in Pune today. His 
ashram is supposed to be worth 500 million dollars today. 

Rajneesh told Gandhi in the old days in Bombay that his movement was 
going to be big. He predicted his own future correctly. 

Nobody has been able yet to tell me what Rajneesh is teaching. "What 
does J. Krishnamurti have to say?" I ask people. Nobody can answer this 
question, either. Have you read any of Krishnamurti's books? 

Ashika: Yes, l did, but I also can't tell you what he is teaching. 

Ramesh: You can't! You see, they ramble along. 
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Ashika: Endlessly. When l left Rajneesh, I came to read Maharaj's book, I Am That. 
His teaching is very simple and straightforward. 

I had been living with Rajneesh in his commune for four years. 1 would hear him say 
something, and then something else, and then something else. And it went on and on 
without a direction. With him, it zuas not possible for me to find out where l was spiritually, 
and what understanding I had reached. There were so many things to do and to be, so 
many things to change and to become and to aspire for. 



Rambling along until the dew dr op Jails into the ocean 


Ramesh: And Rajneesh would say something and contradict himself afterwards 
on the same point. And when asked about it, he would say he contradicted 
himself deliberately- He and Krishnamurti ramble along, and you really have 
to read between the lines and think for yourself what thev are trying to say. 
Krishnamurti says, for instance, "You must be in the present moment all the 
time. If there is an airplane in the sky, instead of just hearing the noise of the 
airplane, you become one with the airplane. There is no distance between you 
and the airplane." That kind of thing he is saying endlessly. 

What does Gangaji have to say? What is her basic teaching? 

Ashika: Regarding that flying airplane you were just talking about, she would make the 
seeker aware of that which is noticing the sound of the airjdane. "What is it that is au<are of 
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that sound?" she would keep asking, and would then continue, "You are ^‘^!^f kS 
you to hear that sound." She would tell us, "Stay there! You are That. You are That. 

Ramesh: How do you do that? How do you stay there? 


Ashika: She didn't say anything about how it could be done. 

Ramesh: She didn't. She just said, "Stay there!" "Be in the 'I-Am'-ness" is 
another suggestion. My question is, how can you be in the ' I-Am -ness. You 
are the "I-Am"-ness. You are Consciousness. My question to Gangaji would be, 
"Who is to be in the 'I-Am'-ness? And how to be in the 'I-Am -ness? 

Does Poonjaji say more or less the same thing? Apparently, there was 
another of Poonjaji's disciples named Andrew Cohen. Now, Poonjaji and 
Andrew Cohen have split. 


Ashika: Yes, Andrew Cohen. 


Ramesh: Have you visited him? 

Ashika: No, I haven't. 

Ramesh: He and Poonjaji have disowned each other. Poonjaji considered him 
as his number one disciple. You see, when something like this happens, the 
disciples of such a guru will become confused. 

Ashika: Yes, the heart gets quite stirred up. I got quite confused when I heard about the 
quarrel between Gangaji and Andrew. I felt that something was not quite right. 

Ramesh: Yes. And you ask yourself, "What is going on here?" 

Ashika: They are basically fighting about who has the better truth: "My truth is better 
than yours, and these are the reasons why." 

Ramesh: The same happens also amongst the seekers who say, "My guru is 
better than your guru." It is not different from saying, "My religion is better 
than your religion." But all gurus say basically the same thing in different words, 
be it an Indian guru, or the Chinese sage, Lao-Tzu, or Jesus Christ. 

Jesus said, "My Father and I are One," and also, "Thy Will be done." My 
whole teaching is that if you truly accept "Thy Will be done," then you are 
already in the "I-Am"-ness. Because if you totally accept that whatever happens 
is God's Will, then you have to accept that you have no free will. 
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10.2 In the Presence of the Guru, Something is Being Done for 
the Spiritual Progress of the Seeker 
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Ramesh (to Ashika): What I have told you today is something which you 
know already from reading my books. But this personal interview with me 
will bring about something deeper. According to the Indian traditional 
scriptures, the physical presence of the guru is supposed to do something to 
help the seeker make progress, something which cannot be accomplished in 
the guru's absence. That is why you have been sent here. 

Ashika: There was no choice about that. 

Ramesh: There was no choice about that. So, whatever happened in your spiritual 
life earlier, whomever you had to visit before coming to me, all this had to 
happen at that time because that was what was needed for you then. Each 
body-mind organism is sent by the same power to that place or that guru who 
says what the seeker needs to hear at that time. 


10.3 To Give Sermons, Buddha Built Monasteries — 

His Disciples Misused them for Practice 

Ramesh: "Thy Will be done" is the core of my teaching. In fact, these four 
words are the core of any true religion. 

The core of Buddha's teaching is forgotten. He says, "Events happen, deeds 
are done, but there is no individual doer thereof." If you truly accept that you 
have no free will, then the sense of personal doership disappears. 

Ramana Maharshi says, "Enlightenment means the annihilation of the sense 
of personal doership." That is all that enlightenment means. That is my 
understanding. 

Madhukar: You have just mentioned Buddha. According to you, your teaching and 
Buddha's teaching stress that no spiritual practice or method, and no personal doing on 
the part of the seeker, can enhance or hasten or bring about the event of enlightenment. 
Buddha seems to contradict his own teaching in having established monasteries and 
schools for spiritual practice during his own lifetime. Could you comment? 

Ramesh: Yes, he established monasteries, but the leaders did not follow 
Buddha s instructions and teachings. They interpreted Buddha as they wanted. 

Madhukar: But these monasteries existed while he was alive. And a monastery or an 
ashram is only needed for the practice of a teaching which has a goal — in this case, 
enlightenment. Such ashrams are built to suit the needs of those practices. 

If, according to Buddha, no individual me" can become enlightened, and no practice 
can help a seeker to reach enlightenment, then why did he found monasteries? 
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Built for sermons—misused for practice? 


Ramesh: Well, Buddha couldn't go all over the place, all over the country, and 
tell all the abbots that they were not doing what he was teaching, could he? 
Truly, Buddha just talked and gave sermons. 

I think it is the individual interpretations of the disciples' mind-intellects 
which cause the misinterpretations of the teachings of genuine sages. And out 
of this comes the "right" and "wrong" of the various religions, which gives 
birth to religious wars. 

Basically, my teaching — "Thy Will be done" — is the same that Buddha 
taught. In other words, everything that happens is part of the impersonal 
functioning of Totality. 

Where does the individual come in? The only thing that really comes into 
existence is the programmed body-mind organism, through which God or 
Totality functions. If this is truly understood, the sense of a "me" becomes less 
and less strong, and ultimately vanishes. And when that sense of personal 
doership is completely gone, then we have what is known as enlightenment. 
That's why there is no "me" who can achieve enlightenment. 

No matter what you are told to do or not to do, no individual can be an 
enlightened man or women. Enlightenment happens when the total 
understanding dawns that one is not an individual doer. Rather, whatever 
happens is the impersonal functioning of Totality, or God's Will. The final 
acceptance of, or surrender to, this fact annihilates the "me." That final surrender 
brings about an event in phenomenality which is called enlightenment. That is 
the core of my teaching. 
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10A Pseudo-Gurus: They are Part ofWhat-Is 


Sean: Does it matter that Rajneesh was a mass-hypnotist ? 

Ramesh: It doesn't matter at all. You see, the various pseudo-gurus are still 
part of the functioning of Totality. The pseudo-gurus who mislead people are 
part of What-is, and therefore have to be accepted. It is the destiny of certain 
seekers to be misled. They will find themselves in the company of those pseudo¬ 
gurus. Therefore you can't reject Hitler either. It was part of the functioning of 
Totality that millions of lews had to be annihilated. We can't ask God "Why?" 
or "What for?" It had to happen. That's why God needed to create a body-, 
mind organism called Hitler. Hitler didn't do anything. There was no Hitler, 
except as a name given by the parents to a body-mind organism. Certain deeds 
have to happen, and they happen. 

So, the various pseudo-gurus who mislead thousands of people are part of 
What-is. 

Ashika: I never felt animosity towards Rajneesh. As long as I have known him, I have 



The impersonal functioning of Totality 
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always felt gratitude towards him. Even though it was rough going with him at times, it 
seems he was a stepping stone for me in my spiritual search. 

Ramesh: That is the correct attitude. That is why I am saying that God or 
Consciousness sends you to a particular guru at a particular time. Once the 
need for that guru disappears, you are sent to some other guru. 

Ashika: That was tough for me. Friends would ask me, "Why are you not with Gangaji 
anymore?" I told them that, having read your books, I just didn't have the energy to be 
with her anymore. 

Ramesh: You went from A to B to C to D because you were supposed to go 
through that sequence. Now may come X, Y, and Z. And this thing continues 
until the destiny of this body-mind organism is exhausted. And it is not the 
destiny for every seeker to become enlightened. 



CHAPTER 11 


11.1 The Large-Sum Gratitude 

Shell: / am just so grateful to be here! Thank you. 

Ramesh: I have gone through the same experience. Shell. I know how it feels, 
And the reaction to that gratefulness manifests itself in different ways. Some 
want to give very generously. Others feel very grateful, but don't have enough 
to give, so they don't give. 

I learned that from Maharaj. Maharaj didn't expect anything. He certainly 
didn't demand anything. But since, in his case, there was no individual to 
demand or expect anything, there was also no individual to refuse. He said he 
himself has been through the process. So, he knew that the sense of gratitude 
can be so overpowering that you want to give more than you can afford. That 
Maharaj didn't want. He was only concerned that whatever was offered to 
him could be afforded by the disciple. 
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When I went to him, I had a tremendous sense of gratitude, and I felt like 
giving him a large sum of money. The figure came to me straightaway I didn't 
question whether it was too much or too little. That is what I remember. And 
it was a very large sum, especially large for him. Normally, he would just 
pocket whatever was given to him and say, "Thank you very much." But when 
1 gave him the envelope, he took me aside and said, "Don't leave after the talk. 
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I want to talk to you." After the talk, he said, "You have given me so much." "I 
know what you want to say — yes I can afford it," I said to him. Maharaj knew 
that I had just retired from service, that I had no pension and was living on my 
savings. So, Maharaj wanted to be sure that I could afford this sum. I assured 
him that I could, and that whenever possible, I would like to give more. I 
observed later on that all Maharaj wanted was to be sure that the sense of 
gratitude didn't overpower the seeker's ability to give. 

11.2 The "I-Am"-tiess is Also a Concept: 

Nirvana in Action is Samsara 

Madhukar: I heard you say that the sage enjoys the impersonal sense of presence. Even 
the ordinary person experiences the impersonal sense of presence a few moments every 
day, according to you. But how could anybody know the "I-I" the Source? 

Ramesh: There is no difference between the "I-I" and the "I-Am." Once 
Consciousness has taken place, the "I-I" is the "I-Am." "I-I" is only a concept. 

Madhukar: But we cannot know the concept "I-I" as an experience, right? 

Ramesh: Who will know what, Madhukar? The Source alone is. The Source 
cannot know the Source. The eye can see everything else except itself, unless it 
sees itself in a mirror. So, the Source is the only thing that exists. How could 
the Source know itself? Consciousness-not-aware-of-itself becomes aware of 
itself through the manifestation. In an alive body-mind organism, the sense of 
presence is impersonal. And even that sense of presence disappears once the 
body is dead. Then, all that exists is the Source. The Source has no need to 
know itself. 

Madhukar: The appearance of phenomenality can be followed only in a one-way fashion, 
from the Source to the impersonal sense of presence to the personal sense of "I am 
Madhukar." The reverse direction ends at the stage of "I-Am" Is that correct? 

Ramesh: Suppose the Source is "I-I." After the Big Bang, or after the appear¬ 
ance of awareness, the "I-I" becomes the impersonal sense of "I-Am." And the 
"I-Am" identifies itself with the body-mind organism, which then becomes the 
personal "I am Madhukar." When enlightenment happens, the "Madhukar" 
disappears, and what remains is the "I-Am." And the "I-Am" continues so 
long as the body-mind organism is alive. At death, the "I-Am" becomes the "I- 
I." There is really no difference between them. That's what Buddha means 
when he says, "There is no difference between samsara (worldly illusion) and 
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niroana (spiritual libera¬ 
tion). Nirvana in action is 
samsara." "I-I," nirvana, be¬ 
comes samsara as "I-Am." 
But when the "I-Am" dis¬ 
appears at death, you are 
back in the Source. 

"I-I" is merely a con¬ 
cept to understand that 
even the impersonal 
sense of "I-Am" is basi¬ 
cally a concept as well. 
That is to say, the eye 
stands before a mirror 
and sees the eye. So, 
Consciousness becomes 
aware of itself through 
the manifestation. 

Madhukar: During deep 
sleep the sense of presence, 
the "I-Am," also subsides 
and becomes... 

Ramesh: No. In deep 
sleep, the impersonal 
Consciousness stays 
present. "I-Am" is 
present. Madhukar is 
absent. 

Madhukar: But there is 
no awareness of the imper¬ 
sonal awareness, "l-Am.” 

Ramesh: Madhukar is 
absent. The awareness 
of "I-Am" comes in only 
when Madhukar comes 
into being. And the 
awareness of "I-Am" ex¬ 
ists during deep sleep 
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because you can say, af¬ 
ter waking up, "I had a 
good sleep." If that 
awareness were not 
present in deep sleep, 
how would Madhukar 
know that he had a good 
sleep? If the awareness 
"I-Am" disappears dur¬ 
ing deep sleep, the body- 
mind organism is dead. 

Madhukar: So, the ordi¬ 
nary person is basically en¬ 
lightened in deep sleep be¬ 
cause the "me" is gone, 
while the impersonal Con¬ 
sciousness, the "I-Am/' re¬ 
mains. 

Ramesh: Yes. In deep 
sleep the identified con¬ 
sciousness, the "I am 
Madhukar," disappears. 
"Madhukar" appears 
only when he is awake, 
and says, "I slept well," 
or "I didn’t sleep well." 

Madhukar: If the personal 
sense of "I am Madhukar " - 
and with it the sense of 
personal doerslup - falls 
away, the waking state is 
then realized to be the cosmic 
dream-play in which we are 
all mere characters, 
without any volition. Is 
that right ? 

Ramesh: \ es, that is 
correct. Without the sense 
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of personal doership, the waking state appears to be of the nature of a living 
dream. In this dream, the body-mind organism of the sage continues to function 
as a character, according to the script of the script-writer. When enlightenment 
takes place, there is the deepest understanding that there is no personal doer. 
But there is still the body-mind organism of a sage, through which the assigned 
functioning of Totality takes place, until that organism dies. Enlightenment really 
means the total annihilation of the "me," and the awareness that whatever is 
happening is a dream. 

When it is understood that all that happens is part of the Cosmic Dream, 
then one becomes more and more convinced that it doesn't matter what hap¬ 
pens, or what one thinks one is doing. Again and again the thought will occur 
that it does not matter what happens, because whatever happens will be part 
of the functioning of the dream of Totality. And in the sage, there is no "me" to 
be concerned with the dream. 

So long as the understanding is not complete, some thought will occur and 
say, "This is right and that is wrong." Such involvement gets cut off by the 
sudden realization that thinking and judging is happening. The result of such 
realization will bring about the understanding, "It doesn't matter." As the under¬ 
standing goes deeper, the cutting off of involvement happens more frequently. 

On a scale from one to ten, the involvement in horizontal thinking persists 
in an ordinary person all the way to the point of ten, before a new thought 
leads to the next involvement. Such a person lives, basically, in constant in¬ 
volvement. The deepening of understanding of the teaching, on the other hand, 
leads progressively to an earlier cutting off, maybe at the point of six or four. 
The deeper the understanding, the earlier the cutting off happens. This is a 
gradual process which leads to less and less involvement, with the result that 
one understands that what happens doesn't matter. 

Ashika: Is listening with the heart the same thing as not being involved with thought 
while listening? 

Ramesh: It means letting the listening happen. 

Ashika: Listening is going on anyhow, right? 

Ramesh: Yes. The listening happens anyhow. If a "he" or "she" thinks "he" or 
she is listening, the mind will automatically consider and interpret what is 
heard, and that is involvement. And make no mistake, the involvement is no¬ 
body s fault. There is no need to feel guilty if there is involvement. It has 
happened because it was supposed to happen. 

Ashika: I see that quite often, actually. 
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Ramesh: The understanding that such involvement had to happen, according 
to God's Will, pushes the "me" further and further back, and one will know 
that it doesn't matter that one was involved. To whom does something matter? 
To the "me" of course. In the "it doesn't matter," there is no "me," because it 
doesn't really matter. So long as the "me" is there, it does matter. 

Ashika: If listening happens for the seeker, and it doesn't matter what is heard, then 
that is total, impersonal listening. 

Ramesh: But such listening usually doesn't happen immediately. That's why I 
say not to discount intellectual understanding. There might be a rare case, 
maybe one in ten million, or one in ten billion, in which understanding of what 
is said happens immediately. You can forget that rare case. Usually the seeking 
begins with an individual, for whom the understanding is necessarily intellectual. 
The intellectual understanding means involvement, which does not matter for 
the one whose understanding goes deeper. So, when you accept the involvement 
and your ego and the intellectual understanding, then the understanding is going 
deeper. But if you say, "I was involved and I should not have been involved, and 
therefore the understanding is not going deeper," then that is an obstruction. 
Involvement may continue to occur until the understanding is complete. But the 
cutting off of involvement happens quicker and quicker, and the involvement 
becomes less frequent. 

11.3 In the Case of the Sage , Consciousness Identifies Itself— 

But Not as a Personal Doer 

Madhukar: In deep sleep there is no awareness of the phenomenal world, nor of existing 
or being alive. The moment we wake up, we — and phenomenality in its totality — start 
to appear and exist, and in that flash we become aware of ourselves and of the whole of 
phenomenality. Is that right? 

Ramesh: Yes. Consciousness identifies itself at the moment when you wake up. 

Madhukar: Does Consciousness identify itself in your case as well? 

Ramesh: Of course it identifies itself in my case, Madhukar, but not as a personal doer. 

Madhukar: It must identify itself in your case as well, because otherwise you would be 
in the state a baby is in, isn't that right? 

Ramesh: When I am awake, I am aware that I am Ramesh, and that I have a 
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...or did Consciousness forget 
to identify itself with him when he woke up? 


the highest stale of meditation 


wife whose name is Sharda. And I have my duties to perform. 

Madhukar: But without the sense of personal doership... 

Ramesh: Yes. Without the sense of personal doership. But identification with 
the body-mind organism must continue until the organism dies. That's why, if 
Jesus or Ramana Maharshi were called by their names, they would respond. They 
are still identified with their body-mind organisms, but not as a personal "me"- 
entity, with a sense of personal doership. That sense has disappeared. How could 
the body function and survive if there weren't an identification with it? 

Madhukar: I would like to repeat my earlier question. I have not yet understood what 
you told me. In deep sleep, the universe doesn't exist for the sleeping body-mind organism. 
But for those awake, the universe keeps existing. Do phenomenality and the universe 
continue to exist independently of the sleeping body-mind organism? Do the universe 
and the whole manifestation evolve over billions of years ? How can the concept of evolution 
be reconciled with the experience of the sage, who knows the manifestation to be just a 
dream which appears in a flash upon waking up? 

Ramesh: Yes, there is evolution in the universe. There is evolution over billions 
of years in your personal dream also. 

Madhukar: It is my experience that the dreamed manifestation exists in my personal 
dream. That s what I understand. But I am not sure if there is evolution in my personal 
dream. Because at the moment I wake up from my dream, all of it is seen to be an illusion. 
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including the evolution. My question is, is the manifestation and its evolution real? 

Ramesh: Evolution over millions of years exists in your personal dream also, 
doesn't it? 

Madhukar: That's what you say. Everything is there, yes. 

Ramesh: Whatever exists in the personal dream exists in the living dream as 
well. And in the personal dream, Madhukar is no longer aware of being Madhukar. 
Madhukar is only aware of being the character he is in the personal dream. 

In this waking dream, Madhukar is aware of being Madhukar. But when 
the understanding happens, the understanding will be that Madhukar is merely 
one body-mind organism through which God functions, according to His Will. 
Then, there will be no feeling of a personal sense of guilt or pride or enmity. 
There will be merely a disinterested watching of whatever happens, without 
any personal involvement. 

Madhukar: Are there something like two Big Bangs happening every morning upon 
waking up? One is the appearance of the impersonal awareness of "I-Am." And the 
second one is when the entire manifestation called the Cosmic Dream appears together 
with the body-mind organism. Then, in the case of the ordinary person, the subsequent 
identification, “I am Madhukar" occurs. 

Ramesh: Therefore, I say you wake up from your personal dream into this 
living dream. On waking up, you realize that the nightmare of the sleeping 
dream didn't actually happen. Similarly, on waking up from this living dream 
you realize that the nightmares in this manifestation don't really matter. 
Figuratively, you wake up into the understanding that whatever happens in 
the waking state doesn't really matter, just as none of your sleep dreams matter 
anymore after waking up from them. 

So, when you wake up spiritually through the understanding happening, 
the nightmares or the pleasures which happen in this world are accepted with 
the sense, "They don't matter." And you accept everything that happens as 
part of the impersonal functioning of Totality, as something which had to happen 
according to God's Will. 

Madhukar: Is it observed correctly that the appearance of the body-mind organism and 
the whole manifestation, and the appearance of the sense of presence, i.e. Consciousness, 
appear together at the same time? 

Ramesh: Sure. 
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Madhukar: Does the body-mind organism, made up of the sperm and the fertilized egg, 
come into existence first? Or is it Consciousness which is first, and from which the sperm 
and the egg originate? When Nisargadatta Maharaj says that the sperm and the egg are 
made up of the food taken, who made that food originally? 

Ramesh: There is no first and second. Everything is spontaneous. When you 
wake up, the whole thing is there. 

Madhukar: It can be said that the food is made up of the five elements. But who, then, 
made the five elements? 

Ramesh: They come from the Source. 

Madhukar: But such an evolutional chain happens in time. How, then, can 
manifestation also be appearing spontaneously? In my understanding, it has to be. either 
one or the other. It cannot be both. Manifestation and Consciousness have either to 
appear spontaneously, in a flash, or they must have an evolutionary character which is 
governed by the laws of space and time, and by cause and effect. How can it be both? 

Ramesh: Manifestation and your personal dream are happening in time. In 
deep sleep, there is no time. When the personal dream and the living dream 
appear, they are in time and space. Space-time is the mechanism through which 
the personal and the living dream happen. Without space, no object can be 
projected. And without time, no projected object can be seen. 

Madhukar: Space-time , the food body, etc., are all concepts. What are they good for? 

Ramesh: They are concepts, they are thought-structures. That's why I always 
say that the only thing which is not a concept is the knowing: I exist, I am, I am 
alive. This sense of presence cannot be refuted by the mind. 




12.1 Enlightenment is not Permanent Happiness; 

It is the Absence of Involvement in Happiness and 

Unhappiness — 

Happiness and Unhappiness will Continue after Enlightenment 

Madhukar: The seeker wants enlightenment because he wants a state of permanent 
happiness. He wants enlightenment to enjoy it as an object. 

Ramesh: Yes, he wants enlightenment as an object. That is correct. You see, the 
seeking begins when the individual finds that life doesn't bring happiness. 
Then he starts seeking for something which will give him happiness. Ultimately, 
he seeks permanent happiness in a thing called enlightenment: "I want 
enlightenment as an object which will bring happiness to me." The seeking will 
continue so long as there is a motive, an object to seek. Whether you try to 
obtain a million dollars or enlightenment, it makes no difference. 

Madhukar: Or happiness. 

Ramesh: Or happiness, correct. Happiness is a very misleading word. 
Enlightenment is not happiness. Enlightenment is the absence of involvement 
in happiness and unhappiness. The word which best describes the state of 
enlightenment is "peace." 

Guy: Happiness will happen, or it won't. 

Ramesh: Happiness and unhappiness will continue to happen after 
enlightenment. The brain will react to some impulse or event, and pleasure 
will occur. When it reacts to something else, pain will occur, either psychological 
or physical. 

Guy. Through the peace of enlightenment, is there likely to be more happiness in a sage's life? 

Ramesh: Happiness is a word. I would prefer that the word "peace" be used. 
But even peace is still a word, a concept. 

Guy: The interpretation of these words is different for all of us. 

Ramesh: Interpretation is involvement. Thought brings about the word. The 
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word is the vocalization of the thought. Thought-word is interpreted by the 
mind, and that is involvement. Comparing and judging is the nature of the 
mind. When you stop judging, what happens? It is impersonal witnessing which 
happens, when everything is accepted as the Will of God. Whom will you judge? 
None of the actions you witness belong to anyone. Witnessing of what happens 
without judgement is the understanding. So, the understanding in action is 
impersonal witnessing. 






13.1 In the Personal Dream, in the Living Dream, and in a 
Past-Life Experience: The same "Me " 

Madhukar: Listening to what you say brings up new questions. Is it OK if I keep 
asking you for an explanation of these conceptual problems? 

Ramesh: Sure. 

Madhukar: You said to me the other day that during the personal dream state, Madhukar 
is only aware of the character or characters being present in that dream ; Madhukar is not 
aware of the dreamer Madhukar while dreaming. 

It is my experience that during the dream, there is a sense of "me" which seems to 
belong to the dreamed character, Madhukar. The sense of "me" doesn't seem to belong to 
the dreaming body-mind organism called Madhukar, who is lying in bed. While dreaming, 
the body-mind organism laying on the bed does not seem to exist. Could you clarify? 

Ramesh: There is a "me" in your personal dream. And there is a "me" in this 
living dream. 


The same "me " 



107 





Madhukar: Is it the same "me" in the personal dream and in the living dream? 

The same "me" also seems to exist in the character which appears in a past-life 
experience. In a past-life experience, the character is a totally different body-mind organism, 
but the "me" which seems to be attached to it, or which seems to "live" in it, is the same 
"me" which is normally associated with the character Madhukar of this living dream. 
The "me" in a past-life Australian organism, for example, seems to have the same sense 
and feelings of "me"-ness as the "me" in the actual living-dream European organism. 

During a past-life experience, all events are as real as anything that happens in this 
living dream, including the entire —and entirely different — manifestation of another 
time and another place. What is the same in all states — the personal dream, the living 
dream, and in the dream of a past life — is the feeling of the "Madhukar-me," with its 
very Madhukar-like flavor. 

In one of these many past-life experiences, I lived as an Aboriginal medicine man in 
an Australian bush village. I was responsible for keeping the village healthy and prosperous 
by healing the sick, or by literally making it rain, or making the sun shine, and so on. My 
present-life girlfriend of some twenty-five years ago, Regina, turned out to be my wife. 
How this all works, l do not know. I remember how flabbergasted I was when I recognized 
Regina as my aboriginal wife. I exclaimed, "Oh, it's you Regina?!" 

Ramesh: There is no difference between the "me" of the living dream, and the 
"me" of the personal dream. So, when you are awake, you know that the "me" in 
the dream was unreal. It was an illusion. Similarly, you may realize that the "me" 
that is supposed to do things in the living dream is also unreal, also an illusion. 

Madhukar: Except that the personal dream ends each time on waking up and doesn't 
continue sequentially and historically night after night through out one's life. On the 
other hand, the living dream continues, day after day, restarting from where it ended the 
night before. 

Ramesh: Yes. And in both the body reacts to pleasure and pain, and they are 
judged as pleasant or unpleasant. 


13.2 Everybody Dead or Asleep: No Manifestation 

Madhukar: 1 heard you say that the sense of presence is the only thing which is not a 
concept, and that the sense of presence has nothing to do with time and space. The sense 
of presence is being, existing as it is. Does the appearance of the sense of presence 
depend on the existence of the body? 

Ramesh: No. The impersonal sense of presence doesn't depend on the body. 
But in the sense of presence-as-Madhukar, there is the "me." Without the "me," 
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there is only impersonal awareness. It is either the one or the other. They 
cannot exist together. 

Madhukar: Could this impersonal sense of presence exist without the body-mind 
organism? 

Ramesh: If there is no manifestation, where is the question of anything existing? 
Madhukar: Including the sense of presence? 

Ramesh: Including the sense of presence. There is no sense of presence when 
there is no manifestation. If everybody died or were in deep sleep at the same 
time, who would there be to say there is any manifestation? There wouldn't be 
anybody to perceive the manifestation. There would be no manifestation then. 
The manifestation exists only so long as it is observed through the senses. 



Madhukar: Is manifestation also a concept , then , since it doesn't exist all the time? 

Ramesh: Manifestation is a concept. Whatever is not present in deep sleep is a 
concept. Manifestation doesn't exist in deep sleep. The manifestation arises 
only upon waking up. It arises with the sense of presence. 

Madhukar: Didn't I hear you say that even the sense of presence is ultimately a concept? 
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Could you explain that? The impersonal sense of presence is also present in deep sleep, 
but it cannot be observed. Is that correct ? 

Ramesh: In deep sleep, no one exists to experience that sense of presence. 
What is present in deep sleep is Consciousness-not-aware-of-itself, or, we could 
say. Consciousness aware of itself in its impersonal sense. But something is 
present, because when you wake up, you know whether you had a good or a 
bad sleep. That something is the impersonal sense of presence. But if you died 
in your deep sleep, there would not even be the impersonal sense of presence. 
That sense would go back into the Source. The impersonal sense of presence is, 
therefore, concerned with the energy in the body. 

Madhukar: Bid why do we say the impersonal sense of presence is also a concept ? Is it 
because it ultimately also disappears at the moment of the death of the body-mind organism ? 

Ramesh: Because it is part of the manifestation. And the deep sleep and the 
waking state are alternating states in manifestation. Therefore, Ramana Maharshi 
says, "There is no creation nor is there dissolution." The creation unfolds in 
your personal dream and in the waking state. When you wake up from your 
personal dream, you find yourself in this living dream. The body-mind organism 
functions in the personal, and in the living, dream according to its destiny. 
Whatever happens in one event concerning any number of people depends on 
the destiny of each of those people. 

All thinking is based on a personal entity. Without a personal entity, there 
cannot be any thinking. All problems are connected to thinking as a personal 
entity. A thought might arise, and it will be witnessed and then be gone. But 
when the "me" takes delivery of that thought, it gets involved in thinking. 

13.3 The More You Want, The Less You Get 

Ramesh. You may ask. What do I do after having understood the teaching?" 
My answer is. Continue to do exactly what you were doing so far." Because 
what you were doing so far is exactly what the energy inside the body was 
producing, according to its programming. Once the seeking and the 
understanding have begun, the seeking progresses automatically. The knowledge 
of this fact will make you more relaxed, and the rush for enlightenment may 
ease with the deepening understanding that it doesn't really matter if 
enlightenment takes place in this body-mind organism. And the deeper the 
understanding goes — the understanding that enlightenment may not happen — 
the easier and quicker it is likely to happen. 

We can always observe this universal law happening. If you want something 


no 




The stronger you desire it, the farther it moves away 


to happen very badly, it doesn't happen. You are much more likely to get 
something with the attitude, "It doesn't matter if I get it or not." The more you 
want something, the farther it moves away. That is the universal law. 



14.1 Money And Enlightenment Don't Go Together 

John: With enlightenment, does programming continue in the same way? Is a doctor or 
a researcher constantly being programmed further? Or could he, after enlightenment, 
lose the desire to do research? 

Ramesh: Further research may or may not happen. 

John: I think doctors and researchers are often inspired by a desire to achieve something. 
Ramesh: That's correct. 

John: Wouldn't enlightenment take away a great deal of that desire? 

Ramesh: Enlightenment takes away all desires. All desires are expectations. 
After enlightenment, the surgeon will no longer think, "I have done a great 
job," or, "I have done a bad job." The body-mind organism of a surgeon may 
be honored or punished. He may be sued for a million dollars, or he may 
receive a lot of money. In either case, he will have no expectations. 

John: If a surgeon is motivated by financial concerns, will such motivation continue 
after enlightenment? 

Ramesh: Money and enlightenment, the two are contradictory. 

John: Therefore, after enlightenment... 

Ramesh: The two are quite contradictory. 

John: Could he become enlightened as long as he is motivated by money? 

Ramesh: The two are contradictory. 

John: Would that process be given up at enlightenment, or would it be given up before 
enlightenment? 

Ramesh: Enlightenment means the absence of the personal "me," and the 
absence of personal doership. The absence of the "me" as a personal doer means 
the absence of desire and expectation. 




John: Does that mean no motivation anymore? 

Ramesh: Of course! But the body-mind organism will continue to function 
more or less according to the programming and the destiny. If it is the destiny 
of the surgeon to stop working, he will stop. 

John: After people hear these concepts in my groups, they don't want enlightenment 
anymore. 

Ramesh: That is why I'm telling you: don't seek enlightenment. But it is not 
vour choice. Once the seeking has begun you can't give it up, even if it makes 
you miserable. You will continue to seek in spite of yourself, if it is so destined. 

John: Is it possible to lose the desire for enlightenment, saying that I would rather enjoy 
what I have at the moment? 

Ramesh: That thought may come in, and the brain will then react to that thought 
one way or the other. The ultimate thought is the acceptance that enlightenment 
may not happen, so the ride may as well be enjoyed. After enlightenment, 
there will be no one to enjoy the ride any longer. The ride will be enjoyed, the 
ride will be suffered, but there will be no "me" to think: I am enjoying, or 
suffering, the ride. 














CHAPTER 15 


15,1 Identification is Part of the Mechanism of Phenomenality 

Michael: Is there identification with the body-mind organism in sleep? Is sleep like death? 
Ramesh: In deep sleep, there is no identification with the body. 


Michael: Is there identification during dream? 

Ramesh: During dream there is identification with the dreamed body, not 
with this physical body. The identification in your personal dream is with that 
entity which exists in your personal dream. And whatever happens in the dream 
is considered very real, very painful, or blissful. It is only when you wake up 
that you realize that the dream was not real. 

Michael: And the dream appears to be real because , while dreaming , one is identified 
with that dreamed character, right? 


Ramesh: Yes. In the same manner as there is identification in the waking state 
with this body-mind organism as Michael, so is there identification with the 
dreamed body-mind organism during sleep. In a dream, Michael may be some 
other character. So, the identification in the dream is with that body-mind 
organism which prevails in the dream. 

Madhukar: Are you saying that the body-mind organism which exists during the 
dream has nothing to do with this body-mind organism which exists during the waking 
state? Is the "me" which exists in the dream state an entirely different entity? 


Ramesh: It is the identified consciousness which produces your personal dream. 
It is impersonal Consciousness, or God, which has created this living dream. In 
deep sleep the identified consciousness is not present. How, then, do you know 
whether you slept well or not? Because impersonal Consciousness existed during 
deep sleep. And because of this, you are able to know how you slept upon 
waking up. If something weren't present, how could you know that you slept 
well? What is present in deep sleep is impersonal Consciousness, which is this 
awareness of existence, the "I-Am," without the identification. So, "I-I" or 
Totality or God becomes "I-Am" as the impersonal Awareness, and "I-Am" 
becomes identified with a body-mind organism, and creates a Madhukar. Why 
does it create a Madhukar? Because in the absence of this identification, this 
living dream could not happen. The living dream is based on identification. 
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For this living 
dream to happen, 
identification has 
been created. 

So, no human 
being is guilty of 
identification. Iden¬ 
tification is some¬ 
thing which has 
happened as part of 
the mechanics of 
phenomenality. 

You have to accept 
the ego as part of 
phenomenality. 

To be told to destroy the ego is ridiculous. You are the ego. The mind-intellect 
is the ego. The ego will not destroy itself. Only this understanding — brought 
about by Consciousness or God as part of the destiny of a body-mind organ¬ 
ism—will gradually weaken, and finally annihilate, the "me." The ego is part 
of the body-mind organism. You accept the ego. 

Having understood all this, you may ask, "What do I do from now on?" 
The answer is: continue to do whatever you think you have been doing so far. 
You cannot bring about any change. If change is necessary as part of the des¬ 
tiny of your organism, the understanding will bring about the change. You 
cannot bring about the change, because you don't exist. You exist only as a 
programmed body-mind organism. 

Who is doing the seeking? It is Totality or Consciousness or God which 
has created a body-mind organism with such programming that spiritual seeking 
is taking place through it. If you understand that there is truly no individual 
seeker, and that the seeking is part of the functioning of Totality, then you will 
not be concerned with improving yourself or hastening the process of 
disidentification. And if you didn't start the seeking, how can you control or 
speed up the seeking? So, the progress of the seeking is in the hands of the 
same power that started the seeking. No individual is truly a seeker. The seeking 
begins with an individual, and can only end when there is the final 
understanding that there is truly no individual entity to be a doer, a seeker. 
The seeking is merely an impersonal process happening through a body-mind 
organism. 

Enlightenment simply means the total acceptance that there is no individual 
doer, thinker, experiencer. Thinking happens, doing happens, experiencing 
happens through God's instrument — the body-mind organism. Enlightenment 
is not an object for an individual entity to enjoy, because enlightenment means 



115 



the total annihilation of that entity. The seeking does, however, begin with an 
individual seeker who wants enlightenment for his own personal enjoyment. 

Simple, isn't it? But the mind doesn't want something as simple as this. 
The mind prefers to be given a list of do's and don'ts, and the promise that if 
the do's and don'ts are followed, enlightenment will be achieved. 


15.2 The Beginning and the End of the World: 

For the Individual, Instantaneously Every Day; 

For Manifestations, Billions of Years 

Sean: Whatever has a beginning has an end? 

Ramesh: That's right. Potential energy, having activized itself into the 
manifestation, will end when this burst of energy exhausts itself after billions 
and billions of years, and will then revert back to potential. And the process 
will start again. 

Sean: But on the other hand, you have often said that there is no such thing as time. 

Ramesh: Time and space are part of manifestation after it has arisen. The 
manifestation arises at the moment which the scientist calls the Big Bang. 

Actually, you create the manifestation when you wake up from sleep. If 
you were the only human being in the universe, and you went to sleep, then 
during your sleep there would be no manifestation. But you may say now, "I 
may be asleep, but there are others who see the manifestation while I am asleep." 
Think in terms of a situation in which all people would sleep at the same time, 
and all would die in their sleep. Where is the question of any manifestation in 
such a scenario? So, the manifestation appears upon waking up. You create it 
when you wake up. Or rather, the energy which is potential in deep sleep 
activates itself into your waking state, and the manifestation is created. And 
the manifestation disappears again when you are in deep sleep. So, the beginning 
and end of the manifestation happens every day with waking up and falling 
asleep. 

Madhukar: Can the manifestation itself begin and end without the existence of human beings? 


Ramesh. Human beings were created in the same moment in which rocks were created. 

Madhukar: But why then do you talk of the manifestation being billions and billions of 
years old? This view implies that manifestation existed before sentient beings came into 
existence. Furthermore , you were saying a few moments ago that the potential energy, 
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which activized itself billions of years ago, will revert back to its potential billions of years 
in the future. 

Could you say something about the contradiction between evolution of manifestation 
in time, and the creation of the manifestation in an instant? 

Ramesh: The rocks and the insects and the animals and the human beings were 
created at the same time, exactly as they are created in your personal dream. In 
your personal dream everything appears in an instant, at the same time. Babies 
are bom, people die, and there are rivers and mountains that are billions of 
years old, and so on. 



The begining and the end of the world: 

a) for the individual, instantaneously every day 

b) for manifestations, billions of years 


Guy: l sense that you are saying that the whole of manifestation, from its earliest 
beginnings to its most distant future, appears instantly upon looking up. But because of 
the limitations of the body-mind organism, we Iwve created time and space, because of 
which we are able to see only a very tiny portion of manifestation. 

Ramesh: We human beings can view manifestation only at a particular moment. 
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Guy: But the whole picture exists already, right? 

Ramesh: The entire picture of the complete manifestation of all times is already 
there. But we cannot see the whole picture because of the human mind and the 
senses of the body-mind organism, which can only perceive in a limited way. 
When enlightenment happens, this limited sight becomes unlimited, the focus 
becomes wide, and everything is seen as it is. 

Guy: In order for the "1-1" to experience the total "I-Am," billions and billions of 
lifetimes are required to move through the whole of manifestation bit by bit in time. Is 
that right? 

Ramesh Quite right. But space-time happens only in manifestation. 

Guy: Only in manifestation? 

Ramesh: Space-time is the mechanism for manifestation to happen. Every night 
the manifestation disappears in deep sleep. And it reappears when you wake 
up. So, manifestation — which is activized energy — becomes potential energy 
in your deep sleep. And the reverse happens when the potential energy of the 
deep sleep state activizes itself into the manifested energy of the waking state. 
As far as the individual is concerned, the manifestation is destroyed when he 
falls into deep sleep, and is recreated when he wakes up. That's all there is to 
it. And basically, it's all so simple. 




CHAPTER 16 

16.1 Practice and Meditation: You Cannot Produce States 
of Less or No Thought , or of More Witnessing 

Karin: Can witnessing get me out of the state of identification? 

Ramesh: Witnessing doesn't happen if you are in the identification. Witnessing 
happens only if there is no identification. For instance, the eyes see something 
and the brain reacts to that perception. The mind gets involved in thinking as 
a reaction to the initial reaction of the brain to the mere sight. The mind gets 
involved and judges the sight as good or bad. Seeing something without getting 
involved in judgements is witnessing. In a hotel lobby you merely witness 
people coming and going. That is witnessing. 

Karin: Is there a technique which can take one out of the state of identification, into a 
state of witnessing? 

Ramesh: Witnessing happens only when it is supposed to happen. If there is 
understanding of the teaching, witnessing happens off and on. Sometimes there 
is involvement, and sometimes there is witnessing. That depends on the depth 
of the understanding. As the understanding goes deeper, the involvement 
happens less often, while the witnessing happens more often. All you can do is 
wait and see what happens. You cannot produce witnessing. When involvement 
is not there, witnessing is there. Or the other way around. Witnessing cuts off 
involvement. While you witness in the hotel lobby, there is no judgement. But 
when the eyes see somebody, and the brain judges him as beautiful or ugly, 
then the witnessing stops and involvement has begun. And when there is a 
sudden realization that involvement is happening, the involvement gets cut 
off, and the witnessing again begins. So, the witnessing and the involvement 
keep on alternating, depending on the extent of the understanding. But there 
is nothing you can do about it. You cannot bring about more witnessing. 

Madhukar: You and my earlier guru, Osho Rajneesh, differ in the teachings on this 
point. As I understood him, he teaches that one can produce more awareness through 
one's efforts. One can produce more witnessing by practicing various methods. 

Ramesh: Which is wrong. 

Madhukar: Yes, that is my experience. I tried for many years to produce states of less 
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thought and of more witnessing. 

Ramesh: You tried long enough, and got frustrated. 

Madhukar I practiced meditation for twelve years under the guidance ofOsho Rajneesh. 
After meeting you, I realized that what l believed to be practices of witnessing were 
actually meditations in which the mind was observing its own doings. 



Ramesh: The mind cannot witness. It is the nature of the mind to react, in one 
way or another. You react to something or somebody you see or hear, for 
instance. The brain reacts to that impulse. But it is the mind which judges what 
it sees or hears as good or bad. The mind cannot produce witnessing. Witnessing 
happens when the mind stops working. So, you cannot do any self-discipline, 
you cannot do meditation, you cannot do anything to bring about witnessing. 
Only the understanding that there is no "you" can bring about witnessing. 
Everything happens as the Will of God, or the impersonal functioning of Totality, 
and whatever you do is not your action. Only this final understanding can 
produce witnessing, because this understanding means that there is no "you." 
If there is no "you," there is no individual mind, and if you see involvement 
happening, it gets cut off. You suddenly realize that you have been involved, and 
at that moment the involvement gets cut off and witnessing begins. 

It is useless to be told: if you practice this or that, you can produce such 
and such. But if it is destined that a particular body-mind organism is to go to 
Rajneesh or Muktananda, or to any other guru at a particular time, then that 
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organism will be sent there, even if it spends ten or twelve years in frustration. 
In your case, that frustration was the destiny of that organism. So, some seekers 
spend years in an ashram and nothing happens, because that was the destiny 
of that organism. It is in nobody's hands, in nobody's control, how quickly the 
seeking proceeds. That is predestined. 

Karin: The sixteen years of Madhukar's search were also predestined, right? 

Ramesh: Of course! 

Michael: During dinner last night, Madhukarwas recounting for us the history of his 
spiritual search. 

Ramesh: Where did you have dinner? 

Michael: In the Taj Mahal Hotel, in the Sea Lounge. 

Ramesh: Oh, yes. The Sea Lounge is a nice place to have a snack and a chat, 
isn't it? So, what did you learn from that history of Madhukar's? 

Michael: / can thank God that / have been given this spiritual understanding while at 
a young age, without needing to undergo a long and frustrating period of search. 

Ramesh: That is your luck. That is the destiny of this organism. 

Karin: Well, a sixteen-year period of search could still be in store for Micltael, couldn't it? 

Ramesh: Yes. For this body-mind organism, it has been destined that the 
understanding of the teaching begin at an early age. Other people who are in 
their sixties and seventies are still interested in making money, and are destined 
to search outside of themselves for happiness. 

Michael: Yesterday, listening to Madhukar's story, I felt his frustration regarding the 
spiritual search when he was saying that he was not interested in anything anymore, 
that he was ready to die. In my own case, 1 notice the opposite feeling. I feel zest and 
energy for life, and for the spiritual search. 

Karin: Because in Michael's case, the search is actually actively happening at the moment. 
Madhukar, on the other hand, seems to speak about his spiritual search in retrospect. He 
seems to have given up. 
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16.2 Physical and Mental Health: 

A Must for the Successful Seeker 

Seema: 1 can imagine that your teaching might greatly appeal to the psychotherapists. 
Is that right? The understanding of this teaching could heal most psychological problems. 
I believe these problems originate in the frustration over one's inability to accept whatever 
happens as the Will of God. 

Ramesh: A lot of psychotherapists come to me. But they find it difficult to 
accept the teaching, because they have to help their patients to build strong 
egos. The role of the psychotherapist is to turn an unhealthy ego into a healthy 
ego. That is the nature of the work of the psychotherapist. He first has to tell 
the patient, "You are responsible for your actions." A person with a weak 
body or mind or ego cannot really be interested in this teaching. So, for 



The first prerequisite for enlightenment 


somebody to seek enlightenment or spirituality, the body has to be in reasonably 
good health. The ego also has to be in reasonably good health. The 
psychotherapist turns an unhealthy ego into a healthy ego, which can then be 
interested in the search for enlightenment. 

Madhukar: Do I recollect correctly what you said earlier about this: "A healthy ego 
means to be balanced, while an unhealthy ego can be one which is either too cocksure , or 
too self-effacing?" 

Ramesh: That is correct. A healthy ego is a balanced ego, a fairly well adjusted 
ego. An ego which is a super-ego is not a healthy ego, and an ego which lacks 
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self-confidence and is full of negativity is also not a healthy ego. A massive 
ego, a super ego, can never be interested in this teaching. A massive ego will 
not be able to take to spirituality. 

16.3 The Human Being: Master of Life and Death? 

Ramesh: I am seventy-eight years old now. I am in the departure lounge. Most 
people are in the transit lounge, going from one place to another. The older 
people are in the departure lounge — just waiting for the call. 

Seema: In olden times, people didn't live long. What could be the reason? 

Ramesh: Healthier living, I suppose. Better food and nutrition. 

Seema: In the old days they had a better environment. 

Ramesh: Today s environment can be a negative factor for a longer life. Another 
factor could be the vastly decreased rate of child mortality. 

Shalini: In 1977, the world-wide average child mortality rate was 103 deaths out of a 
thousand births. Today it is sixty-three. According to Deepak Chopra, people may be able 
to live much longer soon. 

Ramesh: Who knows? 

Seema: Maybe people won't want to live for hundreds of years. 

Ramesh: They probably won't. 

Seema: Maybe only those people who have the best understanding of what Deepak 
Chopra is teaching will become very old. 

Madhukar: What I have understood of what Deepak Chopra teaches is that we are the 
masters of our destiny. We can prolong our lives to two hundred years or more, easily, 
and live happily and healthily. 

Ramesh: Deepak Chopra says exactly the opposite of what I teach. 

Madhukar: Osho Rajneesh used to say that we are the masters of a human being's birth 
and death. In the City of Rajneesh, in his commune in the United States, we were 
constructing a complex of about twenty houses for terminally ill people. These people 
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Master of life ami death — 
From -whose point of view ? 


were supposed to live and meditate there under Sri Rajneesh's guidance, and were then 
going to be allowed to die voluntarily whenever they felt they were ready for the lethal 
injection. But the whole experiment was terminated by the American government before 
it could come into operation. 

Seema: Some of Rajneesh's books are really amazing. He had a keen intellect. 

Ramesh: Yes. He was a professor of philosophy. He was Acharya Rajneesh, Professor 
Rajneesh. Then he became Bhagwan Rajneesh, and now he has become Osho. 

Seema: But, like you, he says the same thing about being one with God. 

Ramesh: I ask people who have been to Rajneesh, "What does Rajneesh have 
to say?" And nobody has yet been able to tell me what Rajneesh is teaching. 

Seema: But he says very clearly in his books, "When you are one with God, that is 
enlightenment." I have read a few of his books. 

Ramesh: How do you become one with God? 

Seema: He says the same thing about Consciousness that you say. He says that you 
realize that you and God are one when you are enlightened. 

Ramesh: Yes. But how do you realize that? 

Seema: Well, he goes through a lot of deliberations and explanations, and he gives a lot 
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of examples of other saints. 


Ramesh: That's the point. He talks a lot. And he gives a lot of examples. And 
he talks a lot of rubbish. One example of his talking rubbish is when he says, 
"The Christians want to convert everybody to Christianity, the Muslims want 
everybody to become Muslim, and the Hindus want to convert everybody 
into Hindus." This is rubbish. Conversion is not a part of Hinduism. 

Seema: I don't remember what he says about the Hindus. 

Ramesh: But I have read it in his book. He makes inaccurate statements. He 
doesn't care for facts. He just goes on saying whatever he feels like saying. For 
me he has no credibility. I mean, if he says something which is a known fact.... 
He doesn't care for accuracy. If he doesn't care for accuracy and he speaks 
rubbish like this, how can I accept anything else that he says? He makes many 
statements similar to this one about the Hindus which are totally wrong. 
Rajneesh just talks. Rajneesh has always been a performer. 

Seema: He is a very good orator. 

Ramesh: Yes, of course, he is a very good orator, but he has no credibility. 





CHAPTER 17 


17.1 If Everyone were Enlightened... 

(Speculations Welcome) 

Christian: In areas where people fight a lot with each other, or in zones of war, the 
feeling of being an individual, of trying to exercise one's own will, is pretty strong. 

Ramesh: The individual always tries to exercise his own will. 

Christian: People change when they try to live the Will of God. When they try to be one 
with God, things ease out very much and become smooth. 

Ramesh: But the occurrence of religious wars is also part of God's Will. 
Otherwise, wars would not happen. And whatever happens is judged by the 
human being as good or bad. But life has always meant a combination of good 
and bad. Everything changes in life. Life means continuous change. 

Sometimes I am asked by a seeker, "What would happen if everyone were 
enlightened? If everybody understood that whatever happens is the Will of 
God, what would happen?" My answer is, "In that case, this living drama 
would come to an end." In a play, there are villains and heros and various 
other people who are interconnected. So, if everyone understood that everything 
that happens is the Will of God, then no individual would exist anymore. This 
life happens and continues simply because an individual considers himself to 
be an individual. But that wrong notion of his is not his fault. It is God or 
Consciousness which has identified itself with each individual body-mind 
organism, and has created a "me." Who has created all these "me's" who are 
fighting amongst themselves? It is God who created the identification and the 
religious wars and the whole drama of life, as part of this living dream. 

Not all body-mind organisms can be enlightened at the same time. If they 
were, the living dream would end. And that is why the process of identification 
has to go on all the time. In a very few cases the mind turns inward, and the 
process of disidentification — in other words, the seeking — begins. Life means 
both the simultaneous ongoing processes of identification and disidentification, 
proceeding through many lives. That's why Ramana Maharshi said, "Because 
it is a continuous process, why bother about how far the process of 
enlightenment will reach in a particular body-mind organism. It is an impersonal 
process, depending on God's Will. Let it continue. Let it take its own time." In 
such an understanding, there is no individual to be bothered with wanting 
enlightenment to happen in a particular body-mind organism. Total acceptance 
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of What-is is enlightenment. 

Madhukar: Ramesh, you are 
saying that if everyone were en¬ 
lightened, life wouldn't continue. 
But this is a notion, an idea, a 
concept, just a speculation, right? 


Ramesh: It is a concept. I told 
you, Madhukar, that what¬ 
ever any sage or prophet has 
ever said is a concept. A con¬ 
cept is something which a 
human mind imagines. The only thing in phenomenality which is not a concept 
is this awareness of being alive, being present: I exist, I am. You have no doubt 
whether you exist or not. The awareness of being present is the only thing one 
can know. The only knowing is the awareness of being present, "I-Am." 

Madhukar: How do you come to the conclusion that the world would come to an end 
if everyone were enlightened? How did you come to know this? 

Ramesh: It is a concept, Madhukar. It is a concept. 

Madhukar: But is this specific concept, regarding the mechanics of manifestation, horn 
of an enlightened understanding, or is it based purely on speculation? 

Ramesh: This concept comes from the human mind. The human mind wants to 
ask a question, and the question is a concept. And only a concept can answer a 
question. The question is a concept and the answer is a concept. What any 
sage — Jesus Christ, Ramana Maharshi, or whoever — has ever said is a concept. 
Anything that anybody has said is merely the vocalization of a thought or a 
belief. A concept is only a belief. "The play would stop if everyone were 
enlightened" is a concept. You may believe it or not believe it. It is just a concept 
worth considering. But the question is asked by the human mind, and an answer 
is expected. And this is the answer. 

But a concept is believed by some people and not believed by others. If I tell you 
something and you ask me, "How do you know that?" or, "How did you come to 
know that?", I will answer, "I don't know. There is no knowing of what I told you." 
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18.1 There is no "Who" to Die 

Ramesh: When you know whatever happens is not your will, but the Will of 
God, you can make any decision. And having made that decision, you are not 
worried about its consequences anymore. You may be worried about the 
consequences of your decision, but you will know that you are not responsible 
for them. But if you think you are responsible, then you will keep on worrying 
about the consequences. 

So, what this understanding produces is an acceptance of whatever happens 
as the Will of God — at any level. Whether it is a simple family decision, or 
whether it is a decision of the Prime Minister of a country, the fact is that what 
actually happens is the Will of God. 

A body-mind organism called Hitler came into being. Who produced Hitler? 
The same God who produced Jesus Christ also produced Hitler. Why did God 
create a Hitler? Because in the functioning of Totality, millions of Jews had to 
be slaughtered — that was according to the destiny of the Jews. So, because it 
was the destiny of millions of Jews to be annihilated, God created the body- 
mind organism called Hitler and programmed it in such a way that only those 
actions could happen. And the result of those actions also affected the body- 
mind organism called Hitler. That organism committed suicide. 

So, a body-mind is created, and certain actions happen through it according 
to its destiny, and then the body-mind organism is dead. So, who is concerned? 
Who dies? No one dies. Only the body-mind organism which is created by 
God dies at that moment, and in that manner, in which God wants it to die. 
The body is created and the body dies. There is no "who" to die. 

As a matter of fact, everybody dies every night. But that doesn't mean 
you are afraid of sleep. You actually desire sleep. And you can't resist sleep, 
either. If you are sleepy, you can't stay awake. So, the wise man knows that 
death means merely rest for the body-mind organism. The sage is not afraid of 
sleep. And he is not afraid of death, because he knows "he" doesn't die. What 
dies? The body-mind organism. And anything that is created must end. And 
the end also comes strictly according to the destiny of that organism. The end 
has nothing to do with what you call good acts or bad acts. You may have 
committed bad acts all your life, and society may say you are a bad man. And 
yet, death may come for you very peacefully. On the other hand, there may be 
a very good man doing very good things throughout his life — he may even be 
a sage with many followers and yet that body-mind organism may be des¬ 
tined to die of cancer. The end is according to destiny, and has nothing to do 
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with an individual. The individual, the 
ego, is merely a creation of the mind, 
the feeling, "I am separate." 

So, enlightenment simply means the 
annihilation of the ego — the feeling of 
being a separate entity, a separate doer. 
And the only thing which produces this 
annihilation of the ego is this total ac¬ 
ceptance and understanding that what¬ 
ever happens is the Will of God. Only 
this understanding will remove the ego. 
The happiness and unhappiness that 
come at any moment throughout one's 
entire life are destined for every body- 
mind organism — sage or otherwise. 
And the way one dies has nothing to 
do with the way one has lived. Life is 
the destiny of that organism, death is 
also the destiny of that organism. That's 
why nobody can say, "I have been a good 
man, and therefore I should not suffer 
from cancer." 

The Catholic faith says you will 
burn in hell forever if you commit sui¬ 
cide. When I am asked what I think of 
suicide, I point out that there is no "you" 
to commit suicide. At the moment of 
conception, a body-mind organism's life 
and death, in every conceivable detail, 
is destined and stamped. That includes 
when and how the body will die. It is 
destined as to whether it dies a natural 
death, or by accident, murder, suicide. 

There is no "you" to be punished with a 
specific kind of death. If you truly accept 
that everything happens by the Will of 
God, then you need not to be afraid of 
something happening to "you," because 
whatever happens is destined anyway. 

I am not saying fear will not arise 
when you receive the news from the 
doctor that you will die from cancer. 
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Fear will arise, maybe even in a sage. But the fear of death, and the fear of the 
process of death, are different. When it is truly understood that death is some- 
thing like sleep, then you won't be afraid of death. Who is dying? The body- 
mind organism. Who is the "you" to be concerned? There is no "you" to be 
concerned, because "you" don't exist. All that exists is Consciousness, or God. 
If you truly accept that God or Consciousness is all there is, then who is this 
"you," this ego, other than God? Who else could the ego be? It is God. 

When the sage understands that everything is God or Consciousness, then 
there is no ego. Actually, the ego then accepts that the ego is God. Then, the ego 
surrenders to God — surrender happens. So, the ultimate acceptance is part of the 
functioning of Totality, or Consciousness. All that exists is Consciousness. And 
the manifestation, and all that exists in it, is an expression of God, or Consciousness. 
And whatever happens in manifestation is by the Will of God. But until this 
understanding happens, happiness and unhappiness will continue alternately. 


18.2 Spiritual Philanthropy According to the Sage 

Rdmesh: You see, you may think you are a generous man. But even that feeling 
of generosity, of doing good, is still done by an ego if there is the feeling, "I am 
a good and generous person, I do good things for others." Say, you want to 
give something to somebody. Whether you are able to give or not depends not 
so much on your destiny, but more on the destiny of the receiver concerned. 

Let me give you an example: when your car or taxi stops at a traffic light 
and you see a beggar approaching you, your brain will react to that sight. The 
seeing of the beggar was not in your control. But the seeing of the beggar has 
happened. So, to that event of seeing a beggar, the brain reacts. The brain may 
react according to the destiny of the other people, or person. The brain may 
say, "No, he is a fit man. I don't want to give anything to him." That simply 
means you decide not to give because it is the destiny of that person not to 
receive. Or, you decide to give, but by the time you take your purse out, the 
traffic light changes to green and the taxi takes off. So, you may have an intention 
of giving, and yet you couldn't give because it was the destiny of the other 
person not to receive. Or, it may be that the reaction of the brain to seeing the 
beggar is one of pity and compassion, and you want to give something to him. 
This time, the light remains red, and you are able to take the money out and 
give it to the beggar. 

So, whether you decide not to give, or whether you decide to give and 
you are able to give, will depend on the destiny of the other person. There is 
really no reason to feel sorry or guilty that you did not want to give. The 
feeling may arise, "I am not generous enough." That's why the feeling of guilt 
arises. But when the understanding is that whatever happens is the Will of 
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God, and depends on the destiny of the other person, then you won't have a 
feeling of guilt or pride. Then you won't have the feeling: "I should have given 
him the money." And you also won't have the feeling: "I gave the money. 
What a generous man I am!" So, neither a feeling of guilt nor of pride arises. 
Then, whatever happens is witnessed. 

So, even the arising of the feeling of compassion or generosity is not in your 
hands. The arising of the feeling of compassion, or the non-arising of the feeling 
of compassion, depends on the reaction of the brain at that moment. That arising 
or non-arising also depends on the destiny of the receiving person concerned. 

Christian: And what happens if you can't make up your mind? Isn't that even more 
troublesome? 

Ramesh: Then... you... you...you think that you were not able to make a decision. 

Christian: Like: "Shall I give to the beggar, or shall I not give? What happens with the 
other millions of beggars? I can’t help everyone.'' And finally, the red light changes, and 
you still haven't made up your mind. 

Ramesh: So, what was God's Will? God's Will was that you should not have 
come to a decision. 
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Christian: God can be very unpractical. 

Ramesh: Why? You may find Him most practical. Therefore, in most cases you 
find people saying, "There are too many beggars and the situation will never 
change. I also don't have much money." And they don't give. So, it is the 
destiny of all these beggars not to receive anything. 

And yet, there are other people... There is an American man who comes to 
visit me every year. He is an extremely generous and compassionate man. As 
soon as he comes to Bombay, he goes to the bank and changes some hundred- 
rupee notes into a bundle of one-rupee notes. He then gives a rupee to everyone 
who begs. His thinking is, "A hundred or two hundred rupees is only five or 
six dollars for me, but a hundred people are helped. So, that kind of thinking 
arises because it is the nature and programming of that brain. Another brain 
may say, "They are all lazy fellows. They don't want to work. I don't want to 
give them anything." Fine, it is the destiny of those beggars not receive anything. 
So, what you decide to do, and what actually happens, is not in your hands. 

That man is doing the same thing every time he comes to India. He keeps 
a bundle of one- or two-rupee notes handy. 

Christian: But he may do that not out of generosity, but because he doesn't want to feel 
guilty, or maybe because he wants to feel good by doing so. 

Ramesh: That depends on what he feels. But if he knows that is just the way he 
is, then he won't feel guilty or proud. That is my point. He doesn't feel proud. 
He is a very generous man. He is not a proud man. He has a lot of understanding. 
He comes here once a year. He stays here each time for ten to twelve days and 
meets me very often. He is quite wealthy and comfortable. So, before he leaves he 
gives me some money. He always leaves some money here. 

Somebody else is much more wealthy. He comes every day to my talks. 
And if he doesn't feel the need to give, he doesn't give anything to me. So, 
whether somebody gives me money, or somebody does not give me money, 
does not depend on his or her action. It depends on the destiny of this organism, 
whether to receive money or not. 

So, a wealthy man comes here to me, or, say, a wealthy man goes to Maharaj; 
he goes there for fifteen days and he doesn't feel the urge to give anything, so 
he will not give anything. But there may be somebody else who feels he has 
received something priceless from Maharaj, and therefore he wants to do 
something big for him. That depends on the reaction of the brain of that 
particular body-mind organism to the thought of giving. And that reaction 
will depend on the destiny of Maharaj to receive money or not. 
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18.3 The Big Amount: Ramesh as a Seeker 


Ramesh: When I first went to Maharaj, the very first day I met him... 

I had been a seeker ever since I was fourteen years old. Ramana Maharshi's 
teaching appealed to me. But I was working very hard in the bank for thirty- 
seven years. So, it was only after my retirement that I was able to go to visit 
Maharaj. In the meantime, the seeking was going on for me. Books were being 
read. I had an earlier guru of twenty years, but nothing much happened, for 
various reasons. 



Spiritual UPS service: Uncalled for, the goods are delivered 


So, when I first went to Maharaj, my first reaction was really overwhelming. 
I thought, this is where the seeking ends! This is what I have been waiting for! 

(Ramesh goes to answer a phone call) 

So, my reaction at that moment was to give Maharaj a lot of money. I felt 
I had to give him something, because I felt that what I was going to get from 
him was priceless. It was what I was waiting for all my life. I felt I had to give 
a lot of money. It happened to be his birthday. And other seekers would give 
him ten rupees or fifteen rupees, or something, and he would put it in his pocket. 

{Ramesh again attends to a phone call) 

The reaction of this brain was the thought,"I must give him a large amount." 
About that large amount, there was no involvement like: "Would that amount 
be too much? Or would it be enough?" Such a thought did not arise. It was 
simply, "This is what I will give him." So, I gave him that large amount of 
money in an envelope. Normally, he would take that money and put it in his 
pocket. But when he saw the amount in the envelope, he put it aside and said. 
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"Don't go away after the talk, I want to talk to you. I knew what he wanted 
to talk about. He said, "You have given me so much!" I told Maharaj, "I know 
what you are thinking. You are thinking that I have just retired and have no 
pension, that I am living only from my savings. Can I afford to give so much 
money?" After I had convinced him that I could afford the amount, he put the 
money in his pocket and said, "Thank you very much." 

On the other hand, I will tell you another story which is quite interesting. 
A South Indian priest came from the Ramanashramam in Tiruvannamalai. He 
had no money for the ticket. He would travel by train — without a ticket as 
far as the ticket collector would allow him, and then wait at that station for the 
next train. In this fashion, it took him two or three days to reach Bombay. He 
had no money at all. He was practically starving. This priest came to Maharaj 
directly from the station and told him his travel tale. So big was his urge to see 
Maharaj! The priest didn't know where he would stay, because he had no 
money. So, Maharaj put him up in one of his devotee's houses, where he could 
have a small space for his mat. He also got his food at that place. 

This man was a Brahmin priest, whose job and profession it was to do 
pujas (cremonial worship) in households. Doing pujas is a business transaction. 
He started to earn money doing pujas in the house where he was living. At the 
end of one month, he came to Maharaj and said, "Maharaj, I am leaving 
tomorrow. Please accept this small gift I brought for you." It was a ten-rupee 
note. Maharaj accepted it with much pleasure and said, "Thank you very much." 
The next morning, Maharaj gave this priest a set of clothes, which he had bought 
for him, and a hundred-rupee note as a gift. The poor fellow was absolutely 
overwhelmed. 

So, the man who gives need not feel very happy or proud of being able to 
give. On the other hand, some seekers would come to Maharaj who were wealthy 
enough but, even though they might come every morning for eight or ten 
days, they might still not give him anything at all. Maharaj would sometimes 
wonder about this, and ask me, "These Westerners are wealthy people, why 
don t they give anything?" But Maharaj had the wrong impression that every 
foreigner is a wealthy man. So, I told Maharaj that not every seeker who comes 
to India is wealthy. Some have to save for their air ticket and are living very 
simply here in India. Some of them even used to live at the Salvation Army. So, 
if the seekers don t give any money to you, that means there is no urge to give. 
And if there is no urge to give, it means that it is not Maharaj's destiny to 
receive money. So, giving is not a question of generosity or pride. Giving is 
entirely a matter of the reaction of the brain to what happens. 

Say, if a man is by nature miserly, a generous thought will not come to 
him even if he has a lot of wealth — because he is not programmed that way. 
So, you can t call a man guilty if he is wealthy but does not have a generous 
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instinct. The true understanding is that what you do, or what you think you 
are doing, will happen or not happen according to the destiny of the receiving 
person concerned. So, there is no need to feel guilt or pride. But what the 
human mind does is to judge. And the human mind says, "This fellow gave 
Maharaj a lot of money, so he is a good man. Somebody else did not give 
Maharaj anything, so he is a bad man." That is not correct. That is what I am 
saying. So, whether the money was to be given or not depended on the destiny 
of the person who receives. And the giving doesn't depend on the need of the 
receiver either. I mean, Maharaj didn't need money. He lived a very simple 
life. He didn't need a lot of money. So, the need to give — the need to give that 
I felt when I gave to Maharaj — did not depend on the need of Maharaj to 
receive. Maharaj didn't need much for his life. He lived a comfortable life. He 
was not in want. He was not a rich man, but he did not need money. My need 
to give did not depend on his need to receive. 

So, if the reaction of a brain is so programmed that it is miserly, we have to 
remember that the miserly person did not choose to be miserly. And the 
generous person did not choose to be generous. In fact, in many cases generosity 
can be a fault. Somebody is by nature so generous that he is inclined to give 
beyond his needs. In that way, generosity can be a fault. Generosity can be as 
much a fault as being miserly. But a person who is generous to a fault did not 
choose to be generous to a fault. And the body-mind organism which is miserly 
did not choose to be miserly. So, each body-mind organism has been conceived 
and created with a certain programming. And whatever acts happen, the human 
being judges as generous or not generous, good or evil. This man is good, that 
man is bad. What I am saying is that whatever happens, whatever the human 
mind judges as good or bad, is not any person's action. It is God's action. 

If you truly understand that everything that happens to any body-mind 
organism is not his or her action, then you will not judge that person as a 
person. The result of this understanding will be that you accept everything 
that happens as God's Will. Then, you won't judge people as good or bad. And 
when no judging happens, that means the ego is not there. Who judges? Who 
compares and judges? It is the ego, the human mind. 

So, after listening to the teaching for a while, and you find the judging 
becomes less and less, it means that the understanding is going deeper. It is the 
understanding that what happens is not what "you" are doing, but just something 
happening through this organism, according to the Will of God. When I accept 
that whatever happens through this body-mind is according to God's Will, 
how can I possibly say, "This man is a good man, that man is a bad man?" 
There is no good or bad man. All there is is a body-mind organism through which 
God acts, via the programming. Who has produced the programming? God. Why 
has He produced a particular program? So that only certain acts will happen. 
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18.4 Acceptance ofWhat-is: Life Will Not Change 


Ramesh: What this understanding produces is an acceptance of What-is. And 
when you accept that what happens is not your action, then you have no feeling 
of guilt, pride, responsibility, or enmity. And that makes life simple. But life 
being simpler does not mean life being easier. Life continues to be as difficult 
or as easy as is in your destiny. But as the understanding grows, you will be 
able to accept life, and whatever happens in it, with more equanimity. Your 
attitude will change with this understanding. Life will not change. 

This understanding of the teaching produces a good feeling. But the human 
mind says, "T have a good feeling. T have a good feeling because T went and 
T talked to Ramesh." So, talking to Ramesh has nothing to do with your having 
the good feeling. The good feeling arises. On the other hand, if you see one of 
these modern movies of terrorism and gangsterism, the sense of dissatisfaction 
will arise. 

So, it is the understanding which produces the good feeling. When you 
accept that "you" don't feel this feeling, but that this good feeling of peace 
just arises, then that feeling of peace is really the understanding. It is the under¬ 
standing in action which brings about the peace. And it is the understanding in 
action which makes you accept what somebody does as God's Will, and not 
as that person's will. 

So, Consciousness-in-action is understanding. And understanding in action 
is merely witnessing without judging. But what the human mind does is to judge and 
compare what it. perceives. If you are able to see or perceive something as part of 
God's Will, then there is no judging, and that becomes witnessing. 



*0 firf your option: 

□ because of when is seen or heard. 

O because it's God’s Will, 

D because if the understanding of the | 
Teaching. 

□ because the Whal-is ts accepted 
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19.1 The Guru Asks:"Why do you come to me?" 

The Seeker Answers: "I want Enlightenment" 

Ramesh: What did bring you here? 

Gerhild: I had an urge to see you 

Ramesh: Did you come to see me as a friend or as a guru? 

Gerhild: I came to see you as a guru. 

Ramesh: Different people visit a guru with different attitudes. Maharaj went 
to see his guru the first time in a very peculiar way. Before he met his guru, he 
used to sing bhajans (devotional songs) in a temple and he was quite satisfied 
with that practice. He was deeply devoted. He didn't have a guru at that time. 
In the Bhagavad Gita, the Lord says that a devotee will be sent to a guru when 
his devotion reaches a certain high degree of intensity, which will give him the 
necessary receptivity to receive the guru's knowledge. 

Maharaj told us that he didn't want a guru, but a friend of his who had a 
guru insisted on him coming along to visit his guru. Maharaj's friend even 
bought the customary flower garland for him, so Maharaj wouldn't be empty- 
handed seeing the guru the first time. Maharaj didn't want a guru. But once he 
heard the guru speak, he did accept him as his guru instantly, without any 
reservation. The very first day, Maharaj was transformed by the teaching. 
Maharaj's example demonstrates how dramatically one's attitude towards a 
guru can change. How this happens, nobody knows. 

What did bring you here, Madhukar? Was it frustration? 

Madhukar: It was the frustration of trying to continuously celebrate life during fourteen 
years of search with Osho Rajneesh and Sri Poonjaji. When I read the first pages in your 
book , I had to meet you immediately. And when 1 actually met you, a very simple but life- 
changing understanding happened: that in this body-mind organism, enlightenment might 
not happen in this life. Until then, this thought had never crossed my mind in the past 44 
years. 1 ivas wonder-struck by the powerful truth of this possibility. I had become so busy and 
stressed with becoming enlightened. This new understanding suspended all doing in one 
single instant. With Osho Rajneesh, the frustration was rather a happy one because a lot of 
spiritual entertainment was offered, which brought about many spiritual experiences. But 
they made me even go wilder in zoanting to achieve the ultimate experience: 


137 



The real frustration set in with Sri Poonjaji. He talked only about enlightenment. 
Not only that, he declared me enlightened several times. But I always said that, as long 
as I had a single doubt, enlightenment cannot have happened. The unfortunate thing 
was that he talked from the standpoint of an individual to an individual. With him, I felt 
I needed to be, and act, enlightened — which meant to act and be good to the exclusion of 
the bad. This expectation was unbearable. After two years, when I couldn't stand the 
tension and frustration anymore, I had to leave Sri Poonjaji. Today, two years later, my 
life hasn 't changed for the better yet. But the absolute and undoubtable conviction prevails 
that nothing whatsoever is in my hands. For a mad achiever like me, that understanding 
means nothing less than death. Misery and happiness, both are now understood as: God 
is pain, and God is happiness. 

Ramesh: The seeker is an individual who wants something, be it a million 
marks, power, or enlightenment. It is irrelevant what one wants, expectation, 
and seeking exist. Someone who achieved his goal and made money may still 
feel unfulfilled. That frustration may turn that person's mind inwards, and the 
seeking for something "inside" then begins. 

People come here for their own reasons. Recently, a Dutch lady came to 
visit me on her day off. She was a student of Iyengar at the Yoga Institute in 
Pune. Just one single meeting made such a deep impression on her that she left, 
accepting me as her guru. 

I am not concerned with being accepted as a guru. If there would be an 
expectation to be accepted as a guru, there would be an individual with such 
an expectation. Whether I am accepted as an individual or as a friend or a guru 
makes no difference to me. The difference is only to the person who comes 
here. The person who comes here with an open heart leaves with something in 
his heart. What power sends people here is impossible to know. What happens 

after coming here is 
also not known. 

The human mind 
first creates a concept of 
a "me" which considers 
itself separate from all 
else. But it understands 
that it cannot achieve 
everything it wants. 
Because of that, it cre¬ 
ates a concept of a God 
who is all-merciful. God 
didn't tell anybody that 
he is all-merciful. He 
rather chose to create 


Can a sheep roar or a Hon bleat? 



Heads and tails—the i^uru and the seeker—are two sides of the same coin: 

('onscinusness 
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good and bad organisms. 

In the final understanding one knows with absolute conviction that 
everything is an expression of the unmanifest exactly as it was intended to be. 
At this stage, the concepts of "me" and "God" both disappear, and all separation 
vanishes. The experience just happens: you are everything and everything is 
you. But the seeker wants a good experience to continue forever, and therefore 
there is a problem. He thinks, "I had the experience." But all experiences come 
and go, and will not last. 

Madhukar: For Waltraut, the experience of the "I-Am"-state came and passed. That 
experience makes her desire more of it. In your case, with the "me” gone and disidentification 
completed, ", I-Am"-ness is. Is that a permanent " I-Am"-ness experience, so to speak? 

Ramesh: Whose experience? Whose experience? Do I have the "I-Am"-ness 
experience all the time? That is what you want to know. I am saying there is no 
"me" to have any experience. 

Madhukar: Can the experience you have had continue without the "me"? 

Ramesh: Experience happens to the "me." No experience can continue without 
the "me." An experience happens only through a body-mind organism. There 
is no need of an experience. 

Madhukar: But your body lives and it continues to experience life, doesn't it? 

Ramesh: The body continues to function according to its programming. There 
is nobody to experience any experience. 

Madhukar: But experiences of any kind happen in your case too, don’t they? 

Ramesh: Experiences happen and they are accepted as something that happens, 
but they don't happen to a "me." 

Madhukar: Is the experience of oneness that happened to you some years ago permanen tly 
established? 

Ramesh: Permanently, "for whom"? 

Madhukar: Let us leav aside the question "for whom," and . . . 

Ramesh: We can't leave that question aside. The question is, "For whom?" The 
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"who" disappears, and with it the need of a permanent experience is also gone. 
Who needs that permanent experience? The "me." 

Madhukar: With the "me" gone, does a permanent experience of oneness remain? 

Ramesh: Again, for "whom"? For "whom"? You are still asking if that impersonal 
experience continues. There cannot be any impersonal experience. 

Madhukar: Speaking to us at this very moment, what do you call this activity ? Is it an 
experience? 

Ramesh: That is something that happens through this body-mind organism 
called Ramesh, and that is exactly the role it is supposed to play. 

Madhukar: Couldn't our speaking be called an experience? 

Ramesh: You can call it anything you like. Experience is just a label. I don't call 
it an experience. What happens is witnessed. But you think I am talking and 
you are listening, or the other way around. What actually happens is that talking 
and listening is one single event called conversation at this moment. There is 
no question of experience, because whatever happens is being witnessed. It is 
not observed by a "me," who calls it an experience. It is the "me," who wants 
a permanent experience of oneness, and that is troublesome. Without the "me," 
who is going to have this permanent experience? There is no experience, then. 

Madhukar: So it is the "me" who has the craving to have that experience, and the more 
it craves, the more it is the ego which craves, isn't that so? 

Ramesh: Once you understand that such experiences come and go, they may 
occur more often as part of the impersonal process. 

Christian: The hankering for such experiences is like wanting to be drunk, which can be 
quite a nice experience. But to be continuously drunk is quite uncomfortable and 
exhausting 

Ramesh: How does one become a drug addict? One takes a drug which effects 
an experience. To continue that experience, one has to take more drugs, and 
very soon one becomes addicted to them. Similarly, the "me" becomes addicted 
to spirituality. A spiritual experience during meditation will call for more 
experiences, which in turn need more meditation to reoccur. If the first 
experience happened after half-an-hour of meditation, soon four hours of 
meditation will be necessary to repeat the experience. Or the expectation might 
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be that four hours of meditation can produce four times as many experiences, 
or it is expected to be four times as powerful as the first experience. But it 
doesn't happen that way. 

Bruno: It is a kind of bargain. The more we meditate, the more we expect to happen. 
From doing good, good merits are expected, etc. We are dealers. 

Ramesh: True meditation happens without a meditator. If you sit quietly 
without any particular object in view, then the meditator disappears gradually. 
Then meditation happens, which brings about a sense of peace. Why? Because 
there is no object to be achieved. On the other hand, if one practices formal 
meditation with the intention to produce results or experiences, the meditator 
will most probably achieve some of such spiritual experiences, just as he would 
develop muscles by doing physical exercises. Practicing yoga, pranayama, 
(breathing exercise) or meditation will produce certain powers or experiences. 
Who wants this permanent experience? The "me." 

Madhukar: The experience of oneness, prolonged into eternity, wouldn't that be a 
state? 

Ramesh: That would still be a mental state 

Madhukar: After enlightenment, is witnessing permanent, and therefore couldn't we 
call it a state? 

Ramesh: Witnessing is not an experience. Experience always happens to a 
person, to an individual, to a "me." The reaction of the brain to an outside 
impulse is an experience. The individual mind sees something and has an 
experience, which is judged as good or bad, joyful or miserable. But in witnessing 
there is no experience, because there is no judging. It is the individual mind 
which wants to be in perpetual peace and happiness. And it believes that that is 
enlightenment. 

Bruno: Could we say, "it" meditates, and not "I" meditate? 

Ramesh: "It" meditates, or meditation happens. It is the "me," the human 
mind, that observes and judges. Observing is being done by the "me"; witnessing 
can only happen. In observing there is an individual observer, in witnessing 
there is no individual witnesser. To say: "I witness things and events without 
judging" is not correct. "I" cannot witness. The difference between observing 
and witnessing is very simple. When you find yourself judging, it is being 
done by the mind. Without judging, it is the impersonal witnessing happening. 
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Until the understanding deepens, one will overlap the other. In the 
beginning, there will be a certain amount of judging and involvement, but 
gradually more and more witnessing will happen. Wanting to know if there is 
spiritual progress or not is a desire by an individual. But if you find your 
attitude having changed regarding increased generosity or regarding increased 
tolerance of other persons' weaknesses, then you can take it that your 
understanding has deepened. However, the progress cannot be sped up by 
volition, practice, or doing. 

Madhukar: Could I return to the subject of enlightenment? Isn't enlightenment generally 
understood as a continuous experience of oneness? 

Ramesh: That is a misconception. If somebody states that he is now enlightened 
and enjoys a continuous experience of oneness, he presents you a contradiction 
in terms. As long as someone experiences a continuous experience of oneness 
as a “me," enlightenment has not happened. 

Madhukar: When you say that there is no experience at all once the "me" has vanished, 
is life then no different from a drama on the TV screen, having no meaning whatsoever, 
insofar as no direct mutual interference between the watcher and the events on the screen 
are possible? 

Ramesh: There is a difference. Even after enlightenment, the body-mind 
organism continues to function. The brain remains, and it reacts naturally to 
any outside impulse, just like any other brain. But the enlightened one does 
not react further to that natural reaction. 

A reaction to the reaction is induced by the mind-intellect, and such reaction 
is involvement. The brain in an enlightened body-mind organism reacts to an 
impulse by producing anger. But there is no reaction to that anger, and it is not 
“my" anger. A jnani (sage) will enjoy his food and praise the dinner. 

Madhukar: Would he say a good dinner is a good experience? 

Ramesh: No. He will say, “This food is good." He is a super-enjoyer because 
the enjoyment of what is happening is total. The thinking mind is not interfering. 
The thinking mind would probably say, “I haven't had such good food for a 
long time, and I wonder when I will have such a meal again. Therefore, let me 
eat more." The thinking mind interferes with the totality of the enjoyment. 

Madhukar: Does that mean that experiences refer to past and future, but witnessing 
does not happen in time? 
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Ramesh: Mind observing — the thinking mind — dwells either in the past or in 
the future. Witnessing — the working mind — happens in the present moment. 
Thoughts from the past can arise in both the jnani and the ordinary person 
because both have the faculty of memory, and neither one can choose his 
thoughts. But thoughts simply witnessed will disappear. The working mind 
can be concerned with the past, but it stops at the present moment. 

An ordinary person on the other hand will catch hold of the thought that 
has arisen from the memory. He will get involved in it and project it into the 
future. The working mind also has to depend on the memory. A surgeon or a 
mechanic will remember the mistakes of the past in order not to repeat them in 
the present. That is still the working mind using memory for work related to 
the present moment. 

Madhukar: Doesn't the working mind need to relate to the future as well when it 
deals with targets which are projected into the future ? 

Ramesh: No. The future target is being dealt with in the present moment. The 
working mind is not projecting into the future. The projected future target is 
presented to the working mind in the present moment, and is attended to by 
the working mind in the present. 

Madhukar: Planning regarding the target is done by the working mind now, but the 
outcome of the effort is in no one's hands. It is destined, isn't it? 

Ramesh: The working mind will do whatever needed to arrive at a decision. 
In the absence of the thinking mind, there will be no worry about any 
consequences. The job was done when the decision was made. 

An artist functions with his working mind while he is creating a sculpture 
or a painting. That is why he feels satisfaction while he is at work. Having completed 
the work his thinking mind may ask, "How much will it fetch in the market?" 

Madhukar: May I ask you a further question regarding experience? / heard you say 
earlier that without a ''me" there is no experience, though a natural reaction to an 
outside impulse, or witnessing or non-witnessing, may happen. Does life then appear 
dream-like or death-like, somehow insentient? 

Ramesh: When you are in deep sleep nothing happens. There is no witnessing. 
In the waking state there is witnessing, and no involvement after enlightenment. 
There is a death-like state in deep sleep for everybody, because there is no 
"me" wanting or getting anything. Even without a "me" in the waking state, 
life is still happening, and the brain still reacts to impulses because the body is 
not dead. 
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Madhukar: So, the "me" keeps sleeping all the time for you in deep sleep and in the 
waking state. Understood in this way, is the "me" dead in you? 

Ramesh: It depends on what you mean. The "me" as an individual doer — as 
an entity — dies, but the "me" as identification with a body-mind organism 
continues. Any enlightened sage will respond if called by his name. However, 
as I said, the sense of personal doership is gone, and everything is witnessed 
as the functioning of Totality, or God. That functioning is still perceived by the 
senses, but it is known as the projection of God's Will, and is therefore not. 
judged but witnessed. Judging another individual means to judge God. 



CHAPTER 20 

20.1 The Arising of Grati tude in the Seeker, 

And his Urge to Give 

Ramesh: I used to give seminars. Without the seminars, I don't get any money 
anymore. I might not be able to hold seminars anymore. But I am open to 
people who come to visit me here. In the last seminar in Kovalam, there were 
75 people. That meant quite an amount of money for me. Originally — five, six 
years ago — when I started giving seminars, the number of people was only 
twenty-five to thirty participants. You see, the relationship between the guru 
and the disciple is something which exists only in India and in the East. This 
particular relationship is just not known in the West. 

It is only recently that people have come here and suddenly felt this feeling 
of oneness with the guru. You see, what happens is, when the search is there, 
on meeting the guru, the disciple feels this is where the search has ended. And 
then the need to give arises in the disciple, because he feels so grateful. The 
disciple now wants to do everything he can for the guru. He often wants to 
give something to the guru, or do something for him. But in other cases, that 
urge may not arise. 

Some seekers who come here are fairly open-minded, and it is surprising 
to observe how quickly the teaching reaches them. But it is difficult to say who 
will get this urge and who will not get this urge, and who won't be open to the 
teaching. 

Now, Michael (Ramesh points to a visitor) was very open from the very 
beginning. I could see that. The other day there was an American healer from 
Hawaii here. He had read my books before coming. He was very open when 
he came. But I didn't realize how deeply he felt until he left. When he left, I 
could see there was a tremendous urge in him to give. 

In the beginning you come to the guru with a certain motive. How it ends 
up, no one can know. As I told you, when I went to Maharaj, I said on the very 
first day, "This is where my search has ended." My search as a seeker for a 
guru had ended. Whether the seeking ends is another matter. Meeting Maharaj, 
the search for a guru had ended in my case. Therefore, I said that this was my 
guru. And I had the tremendous urge to give and do something for Maharaj. 
So, what I did was, I found out what he needed. He needed a carpet. So, I 
went and bought a carpet. If he needed something else, I would also get that. 
Maharaj never went out. So, at the end of the talk, I would call a taxi and take 
him around for twenty-five minutes. Whatever I could do for him, I would do. 
I gave him a large amount of money. That was only because the urge was 
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there. It was the sudden 
realization that this is 
my guru, this is where 
my seeking has stopped. 

There are two 
things. One is the seek¬ 
ing for the guru. That 
doesn't necessarily stop 
the seeking. But you like 
what he says, it appeals 
to you, and you are 
happy. But at a certain 
point, a certain resist¬ 
ance arises and you say, "No, this is not what I want. This is not the right thing. 

Madhukar had twelve or fourteen years of this. He was reasonably happy 
with his gurus. But the fact remained that there was a "me" who was reason¬ 
ably happy. And that "me" wanted to be happier still. 

(To Madhukar ) So, even yesterday you told us that there was a seeker who 
wanted a permanent experience of oneness, didn't you? 

Madhukar: That's right. 

Ramesh: But the point is that all there is, is Consciousness or God. God doesn't 
need to have a feeling of oneness. Consciousness is oneness. Consciousness 
alone is. 

It is the individual who feels the need of oneness, who has a certain expe¬ 
rience, and who wants that experience to be constant and permanent. And 
enlightenment happens only when the seeker stops seeking. Remember, all 
there is, is Consciousness. For you to enjoy something, you have to be the 
subject, and there is an object of enjoyment. The object of enjoyment may be 
anything: a good dinner, a woman, a man, money, power, or enlightenment. 
When something is sought, there is a subject seeking an object. But Conscious¬ 
ness doesn't need to seek anything, because Consciousness is all there is. So, 
Consciousness cannot feel oneness. Consciousness is oneness. It is Conscious¬ 
ness which is seeking through a body-mind organism. Consciousness turns a 
body-mind organism into a seeker. So, the seeking begins with an individual, 
and cannot end until the individual comes to a person, the guru, or an institu¬ 
tion about which the seeker says, "This is my guru." 

So, the seeking for the guru is one thing. But the final stopping of the 
seeking is another matter. And that is how seekers are sent by the same power 
to various gurus or institutions. You didn't start the seeking. Some power started 
the seeking through this body-mind organism. 
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20.2 Guru-Hopping: Ramesh as a Seeker 


Very soon after I came to my earlier guru, I knew he 
was not what I was looking for. He was a very sincere 
guru, but I don't think he was enlightened. He taught 
Advaita, but his role as a guru was not just to teach Advaita 
and stop at that. His role was what most Indians want 
from a guru. Most Indians want a guru as a father figure 
with whom they can share their difficulties. And they 
expect their guru to help them sort out the difficulties in 
their daily-life affairs. Such gurus have thousands of 
disciples. 

My earlier guru was first of all a Hindu. When people 
would come to him with a problem — like the sickness of 
a wife or the joblessness of a son — he would recommend 
such and such pujas (worship), or perhaps fasting, on a 
particular day, and so forth. The mind of a disciple of 
such a guru is happy that someone, that the guru, is inter¬ 
ested in him and his problems. In some cases, the recom¬ 
mendations of the guru would work, in others, not. If 
they worked, the disciple would run to ten people and 
tell them about the miraculous powers of the guru. This is 
how the popularity of the guru spreads. But we don't hear 
what the people have to say for whom the recommenda¬ 
tions of the guru didn't work. They don't talk about it. 
They keep quiet about it. So, my earlier guru took charge 
of the lives of his disciples, and did everything he could 
for them. He had acquired certain powers with which he 
could help people. His own way of seeking was guided 
by his guru, who had taught him certain practices and 



certain self-disciplines. 

But I was actually not looking for this kind of a guru. Since I was fourteen 
years old, my firm conviction was that I would get in life whatever I was 
destined to get. No power on earth can give me more then what I am destined 
to get or, likewise, take away from me what I was destined to get. I didn't 
need a guru to take charge of my life, regarding my health and promotions, 
and so on. I knew quite soon that he was not my real guru. And yet the nature 
of this organism was not to cut short the relationship. I continued to be with 
him for more than 20 years. 

When an Indian came to Maharaj with a problem of sickness or joblessness, 
Maharaj would fold his hands and say, "I am very sorry, there is nothing I can 
do for you. All I do is talk about what I know, and that is my knowledge of 
Advaita. All I can tell you is that Consciousness is all there is, and everything 
that happens is according to the impersonal functioning of Totality. Please, go 
to some other guru who can help you in your difficulty." When I heard this, I 
was very much impressed. I knew that this was the guru and the teaching I 
was looking for, not a guru as a sort of father figure. 

If it is the destiny of a body-mind organism at a particular time to receive 
a certain discipline, then that power which began the seeking will send it to a 
guru or ashram where it will get the practice which it needs at that time. After 
a while, the same power will send the seeker from one guru to another guru. 
So, if you are sent from one guru to another guru, your mind may say, "I was 
disloyal to my former guru." What I am saying is that there is no "one" to be 
loyal or disloyal. If you find yourself going from one guru to another, it was 
not because you decided to go. You may have decided to go, and yet you may 
not have gone. If you have the feeling, "I have gotten what I wanted at this 
ashram, I must seek further," then that power will send you to the place where 
you get what you need. It is not the individual who goes from guru to guru. It 
is that power which sends the individual from one place to another. 

So, that power sent me first to my earlier guru for twenty years. During 
these twenty years, I learned something from him. What I learned from him 
was finding out what I didn't want as a seeker. So, when I came to Maharaj, I 
knew at once this was what I wanted. Because for twenty years, I had known 
what I didn't want. 

So, whatever is happening is not decided by the individual seeker. He 
may think he has decided. 

During my second seminar in California, a woman seeker told me how 
good she felt when she visited a particular American guru (Andrew Cohen — 
Ed.). She said she felt so good in his presence that she would like to go and stay 
with him for a few days. I said to her, "Go with a free heart. You don't need to 
ask for my permission. You have a certain urge. So, go! But if after a while you 
feel that that guru is not the guru you wanted, please feel free to leave him." 
Curiously, after two or three weeks with that guru, she felt that it wasn't 
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really the guru she wanted to be with. I knew somehow that that was going to 
happen. I had already felt that way when she first approached me about her 
urge. She left that guru. And, with her, the mother of that guru left. So, this 
guru was very angry about the fact that not only a disciple had left him, but 
that his own mother had, too! 

There are genuine gurus and fake gurus. Both are part of What-is. Both are 
created by the same God. If God has created a hundred fake gurus for every one 
genuine guru, it means that in God's plan those hundred gurus are necessary. 


20.3 Consciousness is One: There is Nothing for 
Consciousness to Experience 

Ramesh: The whole basis of my teaching is that God is the only subject. All 
human beings are objects. But when I want something, what happens? I consider 
myself as the subject who wants some object. In so wanting, I have usurped the 
subjectivity of Consciousness, or God, which is the only subject. 

Consciousness doesn't need a continuous sense or experience of peace. 
God doesn't have to have a feeling of oneness. Who wants this continuous 
feeling of oneness? It is the "me" who wants that. The "me" has an experience, 
and it is so good that the "me" wants the experience of oneness to be continuous. 
There may be a continuous feeling of oneness. But that may be not the end of 
the seeking if there is still a "me" who is happy with that feeling. 

Madhukar: Is that why you said yesterday that there is no experience of... 

Ramesh: Wait a minute, wait a minute, Madhukar. I did not say that there is 
no experience. There is an experience, but there is no experiencer. Certainly 
there is the experience of eating good food. And there is the experience of 
pleasure when eating a good meal. Life means experience. Life means 
experiencing. Life is nothing but a series of experiences in which there is no 
individual experiencer. 

Madhukar: You said earlier that Consciousness cannot experience oneness. We have to 
say Consciousness is oneness. 

Ramesh: That is correct. 

Madhukar: And in the same way, we need to say that Consciousness, as pure Subjectizhty, 
is the experience that happens. But there is no experiencer. 

Ramesh: That is the point. Consciousness is the experiencing. Therefore, the 
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7 experience bondage or freedom" 



* personal sense of presence or personal, identified consciousness: "t am Mary" 


title of one of my books is 
Experiencing The Teaching. So 
long as there is an individual 
who says, "I experience the 
teaching, and that's why I am 
feeling very peaceful," the 
personal "me" still exists. 

Madhukar: In the moment of 
experiencing, the teaching and 
the impersonal experiencing of it 
come together, and are one 
without an experiencer. 

Ramesh: That is the point. 
Consciousness is only one. 
There is nothing for Con¬ 
sciousness to experience. But 


often the seeker is asked to adhere to a list of do's and a list of don'ts. And if 


he follows the rules, he is promised the experience of oneness, of enlighten¬ 
ment. Such promises are wrong. So long as there is a "you" who says, "I feel 
oneness," the end of seeking has not yet happened. The final cessation happens 
when there is an understanding that neither ignorance nor enlightenment ex¬ 
ist. Ignorance and knowledge are interrelated. So, the final understanding goes 
beyond the interconnected opposites of ignorance and knowledge, both of 
which are part of phenomenality. 


The human mind says, "I understand 
this, I don't understand that." But the hu- ^ or C onsciousness, 

man mind cannot know or find its own there is nothin S to experience 


source. Ramana Maharshi said, "Find out 
who you are, find out who the questioner is, 
find out who wants to know, and where and 
what the mind is." In doing so, the mind will 
start to disappear. If you really try to find 
the mind, you will find out that there is no 
mind. And there is no mind if there is no 
consciousness. Consciousness-in-action is the 
mind. Consciousness merely acts through a 
body-mind organism, through a body and 
its mind. The human mind is merely pro¬ 
grammed to think, "1 want to know what 
God is, I want to know what Consciousness 



impersonal sense of presence or impersonal, 
uni deni if ted Conset ousness: "1~A m '' 
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is." So, if you understand that there is truly no "I" who can understand any¬ 
thing, then the "me," or the mind, falls into that state of oneness. Yes, that 
state of oneness exists, but there is no one to experience it. That is the point I 
made yesterday. 

Therefore, in Chinese Taoism, there is talk of three stages. In the first 
stage, there is total personal involvement, in which one perceives the whole 
manifestation as very real. In that state, one believes — together with the 
scientists — that only that which can be perceived by the senses is real. All else 
is unreal. So, in the first stage, the rivers and mountains are real. 

In the second stage, the seeker has the intellectual understanding that the 
whole manifestation is unreal and dream-like. Manifestation is just as unreal 
for the seeker as what happens in the sleep dream. That is what is understood 
in the second stage. 

And it is only in the third stage that the rivers and mountains again become 
real. Who says, in the second stage, that rivers and mountains are unreal? It is 
some "one" who thinks that even though all else is unreal, he himself is still 
real, and able to perceive the unreality of everything else. 

Only if that which thinks that all else is unreal comes to understand that it 
itself is included in the totality of what is unreal, will it then merge into that 
total unreality, and become one with it. And where did the unreal come from? 
The unreal and the real are the same thing. The unmanifest reality has become 
the manifest reality. Truly there is nothing unreal or real. The manifest and the 
unmanifest are not two. 

The definition of unreal, according to Shankara's Advaita, is: that which 
does not exist at all times. The manifestation arises upon waking up. It doesn't 
exist in deep sleep, and therefore it is unreal. 

20A The Experience of Oneness is not a 
Necessary Condition for Enlightenment 

Waltraut: / think it is very important that one has had actual and existential experiences 
of oneness. Those experiences are what make a body-mind organism seek, and are the 
cause of the desire to have that experience permanently. 

Ramesh: All is predestined. If you have an experience of depression every six 
months, you cannot get over that experience until the period of depression is 
over, as predestined. Life is nothing but a series of experiences: pleasure, ecstasy, 
pain, frustration, and depression. 

What the individual seekers want, especially those who have had one or 
more experiences of oneness, is for those experiences to occur again and to remain 
forever. Those experiences then become an obstruction to enlightenment, until it 
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is understood that experiences just happen, and that there is no "one" to have an 
experience in the first place. Once this is understood, experiences may happen 
more frequently, but no importance will be attached to them. If you have a feeling 
of oneness, it is truly not a feeling of oneness, because no separate being exists to 
have this feeling. 

Madhukar. It seems that it was necessary for Waltraut to have had a feeling of oneness 
in order to know that the feeling of oneness exists at all. 

Ramesh: That experience may or may not be necessary. In some cases it may 
not have occurred, and yet the understanding that "All there is, is oneness" 
may arise. If an experience is necessary, it will happen. If it is not necessary, it 
won't happen. The occurrence of the experience of oneness is not a necessary 
condition for enlightenment. 

Ramana Maharishi says, "The arising of the kundalini (psychic energy) can 
happen with the event of enlightenment. But it is not a condition for it." Ramana 
actually warns that the arising of the kundalini can be a very dangerous event 
for the seeker, because, if pursued without proper guidance, the seeker can go 
mad. But even that would be the destiny of the seeker concerned. 

One really can't say how far the seeking will proceed through a particular 
body-mind organism. The final surrender of a seeker is to accept that 
enlightenment may not happen in this body-mind organism in this life. And 
when that happens, enlightenment is likely to occur, because the wanting seeker 
does not exist anymore. The final understanding cannot take place until the 
seeker himself is destroyed. But that destruction of the seeker is not in his hands. 

So, to understand this brings about either a feeling of helplessness or a 
feeling of freedom: "There is nothing for me to do." 
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20.5 Be Still and Free of Thoughts: Be Free of the Thinking Mind 


Ramesh: Ramana Maharshi may have said, "You have to be still and free from 
thoughts." But in fact, you can't be still and free from thoughts. What Ramana 
means to say is that, in the process of seeking, there is a gradual stilling of the 
mind. Speaking in Tamil, his "being still and free from thoughts" is what I call 
being free of the thinking mind. According to Ramana Maharshi, the mind is 
nothing but a collection of thoughts. 

I distinguish between the working mind and the thinking mind. When the 
working mind is in operation, no thoughts of judgement or comparison intrude 
on the operation of the working mind. What Ramana Maharshi refers to as 
"thoughts," I call the thinking mind. 

Madhukar: Is Ramana's “I-thought" what you call the "me"? 

Ramesh: That is right. You see, in most languages the distinction between 
"me" and "I" doesn't exist. It doesn't exist in the Tamil language. Ramana 
Maharshi says that all thoughts are based on the "I-thought," the "I-thought" 
being what I call the "me." That means thinking cannot happen unless there is 
a "me." If the "me" doesn't exist, thinking does not happen. And this "I-thought" 
is distinguished from that state in which there are no thoughts at all. That he 
called "I-I." He said that the "I-thought" arises from the "I-I." So, "I-I" is impersonal 
Consciousness. And what Ramana calls the "I-thought" is the identified 
consciousness. When you read Ramana, you find him using the "I" for both the 
identified consciousness and the impersonal Consciousness. But usually, by "I- 
thought" he means the "me." He says all thinking begins with the "I-thought," 
which is the "me," the individual. 

In moments of quietness, 
which happen in every¬ 
body's normal daily life quite 
often, you realize that there 
are no thoughts because the 
"me" is not there. You feel 
the impersonal Conscious¬ 
ness in those moments in 
which you are sitting quietly. 

Those moments happen even 
during the routine of a busy 
person. When the body and 
the mind are relaxed, there are 
no thoughts because the "me" 
is not there. These moments 
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may last for a second, or a minute — or even for five minutes. 

No thinking can take place unless there is a "me." In the working mind, 
there is no "me." There is only the work being done in the present moment. 

Brigitte: How do you know all this? 

Ramesh: I don't know all this. Nobody can know anything, because the concepts 
of knowledge and ignorance are interrelated. The only true knowledge that 
anyone can have is the knowing of the awareness of being present, of being 
alive.. That is the impersonal Awareness. Anything any prophet or sage has 
said is a concept, because any word is nothing but a vocalized thought. And 
every thought is a concept. A scientist will prove what he says via scientific facts. 
But how will you explain the experience of existing, or the experience of oneness? 
You can't explain it. How do you know it? "It happened," you will say. 

Madhikar: No scientist can even explain such a simple thing as water. No matter how 
detailed a research work may be, the essential " waterness " of water cannot be explained by 
anybody. 

Ramesh: Yes. Science can only explain what electricity does. But no scientist 
can tell you what electricity is. Why? Because electricity is one aspect of the 
primal energy, of Consciousness. 

How will you explain to the fish what water is? To the fish, water is all 
there is. If you take him out of the water, he will know what water is. 

20.6 Manifestation Exists Only in the Instant that 

It is Observed 


Michael: You have repeatedly said that the only thing which is not a concept is the sense 
of presence: / am alive, 1 am present, l exist. In the present moment, there is no time. 
Time and space , and therefore manifestation, must be concepts, then. This I don’t understand. 
They look so real. To me they seem as real as the sense of presence, the "/ exist." 

Ramesh. Space-time is the mechanism for the manifestation to appear. Space is 
necessary for an object to be projected, and space is a concept. Without space, 
such a projection cannot happen. The scientist says that no object exists unless 
it is observed. If there were no sentient being to observe, there would be no 
manifestation. It exists because you observe the objects. For objects to be seen, 
time is the concept which is necessary. So, space-time is the necessary concept 
for the manifestation to be created and observed in the waking state. If there 
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were no time, the objects would be created and then disappear without them 
being noticed. Unless you see the objects, they don't exist. To be able to see an 
object, time is necessary. In deep sleep there is no manifestation and no space- 
time. Space-time exists only together with the manifestation, be it in your 
personal dream or in this living, cosmic dream. 

Michael: But if the manifestation is of the nature of a dream, is it impossible to know 
how and when it started? In the present moment we have remembrances of the past. So, 
the past must have existed. But you say the manifestation is created instantly upon 
waking up, just after coming out of sleep. Could it be that the manifestation has started 
just then, afresh so to speak? But what about the thoughts coming from the memory of 
the past , then? 

Ramesh: A thought comes from your memory, does it not? Out of the thousands 
of thoughts in your memory, a particular thought from the past appears in the 
present moment. And in the present moment the brain reacts to that thought 
and produces a reaction, which you call "your" action. 

Michael: But / can't be sure if what the thought reproduces from memory has actually 
happened in the past, or can I? Or is that thought just a picture created by the mind? 

Ramesh: So, don't accept the memory. 

Michael: How can I know that the thought produced from memory has actually happened 
in the past? 

Ramesh: Why should you know? Who wants to know? And having known it, 
what will you do with it? 

Michael: True or not, it doesn’t matter. 

Ramesh: It doesn't matter. The point to understand is that a thought has 
occurred from a memory of the past. But out of thousands of thoughts stored 
in the memory, only a particular thought occurs in the present moment in order 
to produce a certain reaction, which you call "your" action. For a particular 
action to be produced, the brain has to react to a particular thought from the 
memory. So, all that God has to do is to choose a particular thought from 
memory, and cause it to occur to you in the present moment, so that the brain 
can react to it. The reaction of the brain produces an output — an action through 
this body-mind organism — which is willed by God. The input can be a thought 
or a perception which the brain reacts to, and this produces an action based on the 
programming of the body-mind organism. No other action can take place through 



a particularly programmed body-mind organism. And that's what God does. 

Madhukar: The difficulty is to call that vase in front of us, that object of manifestation 
extended in space-time, a'concept. A deed or an action, like lifting my arm at this 
moment, seems to be real, even though it also happens in space and time. It is difficult 
for me to understand that lifting my arm right now is a concept in space-time. 

Ramesh: Does any object exist in your deep sleep? 

Madhukar: No. 

Ramesh: Then? If something didn't exist during a particular time period, why 
do you say that it exists now? You are able to see it now because consciousness 
exists after waking up. In deep sleep, there is no manifestation. It arises when 
you wake up. And this living dream is exactly like your personal dream. 
Whatever happens in this living dream happens in your personal dream. And 
yet, when you wake up in the morning, you will know that the personal dream 



the living dream waking tip from 

the living dream 


...but, all the while, there is no "one” 


was unreal, even though during the dream it seemed very real. Similarly, 
whatever happens in this living world seems very real. 

Waltraut: Does the occurrence of enlightenment bring with it the understanding that 
the living world of the waking state is nothing but a dream? 
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Ramesh: Yes. But realizing the dream-like character of the living world of the 
waking state is still an understanding in phenomenality. You really wake up 
from this living dream when you are dead. 

Christian: Who wants to attend his own funeral? That's why nobody wants to wake up. 

Ramesh: I don't believe so. After a long day's work, everybody wants to go to 
sleep. Even if one knew that one would not wake up in the morning, one could 
not stay awake. Sleep will overtake one. Nobody is afraid of sleep. Why should 
anybody be afraid of death if one is not afraid of sleep? Death means waking 
up from this living dream. 

Michael: But if one is dead, then there is no one to wake up anymore. 

Ramesh: That is the whole point; there is nobody. Enlightenment is the 
understanding that no individual exists. Spiritual awakening is to understand 
the fact that life is nothing but a living dream. But the actual waking up happens 
for everybody with death. 


20.7 The Fear of Death 
and the Fear of the Process of Dying 

Madhukar: l think the fear of death is mainly the fear of the physical pain associated 
with the process of dying. 

Ramesh: No, no. Wait a minute. There is a difference between being afraid of 
death, and being afraid of the process of death. We have two different things 
here. A body may be programmed to be sensitive to pain. That's why there 
will be fear regarding the physical process of death. 

Madhukar: That’s what I am saying. 

Ramesh: Of course, a soldier will be less afraid of pain than a more sensitive 
person. Fear of death is quite different from the fear of the process of death. 

Madhukar: Fear of death is something like an aversion of death , the wish not to die. 

Ramesh: It is the individual who doesn't want to die. So long as there is an 
individual entity who does not want to die, enlightenment cannot happen. 

Madhukar: The desire to live is also a desire of the individual, right? 



Ramesh: When enlightenment has happened, there is no individual who desires 
to keep living. Because enlightenment simply means the understanding that 
one's body-mind organism exists as part of the manifestation. It will play out 
the role which it is destined to perform in the cosmic dream called life. The 
role is played until the end — that is, until the death of the body-mind organism. 

Madhukar: But the fear of the physical process of death is still part of the mind. 

Ramesh: Of course it is. 

Madhukar: It is the fear of an individual entity, the "me," which anticipates death 
mentally, and projects the resulting fear into the future. The individual thinks of death 
and becomes horizontally involved in thoughts about dying. 

Ramesh: No. That fear of dying has nothing to do with the mind. That fear has 
to do with the programming of the body-mind organism. A given organism 
might be capable of bearing great pain, while another has a very low tolerance 
to pain. But if the ego is strong and powerful, it will resist the process of death. 
If the ego is not so strong, it will surrender to death much more easily. The 
process of dying will be less painful if death is not fought. 

Madhukar: After enlightenment, as in your case, the fear of the process of dying may 
come up as a thought. But doesn’t that thought get cut off immediately? And therefore. 



158 





you don’t have the fear of death or the fear of dying? Is that right? 


Ramesh: The thought of death or dying may arise, but it gets cut off — knowing 
that death is not in my hands. 

Madhukar: And death is not happening right now, anyway. 

Ramesh: Even if dying were happening right now, and even if the process 
were painful, what could I do? Maharaj was dying of cancer. When asked, 
“Are you in pain?“, he would answer spontaneously, “Yes, there is great pain." 
If pain is to occur, it will. And the understanding is that pain will exist as long 
as it is destined to exist. The thought might arise, “How long is this pain going 
to last?" You can't prevent that thought from arising. And the body-mind 
organism may cry out in pain. Jesus Christ, on the cross, is supposed to have 
said, “Father, why have You forsaken me?" Who said that? The body-mind 
organism who cried out in pain. When enlightenment has happened in a body- 
mind organism which has cancer, it might cry out in pain. And that cry will 
also be witnessed. The body-mind organism will respond to the pain in the 
way it is programmed. 

The date, the way, and the means of the death of every body-mind organism 
is predestined. To say that the person who has committed suicide will forever 
burn in hell is stupid! "He" hasn't decided to commit suicide. Rather, his suicidal 
death has been programmed and predestined, just as another body-mind 
organism might be programmed to die a natural death, an accidental death, a 
death caused by sickness, or death by the hands of a murderer. Any reasonably 
good astrologer can predict how and when a person will die. If a suicide is 
already predetermined, who is going to commit suicide? On the other hand, 
some attempted suicides are unsuccessful. A successful suicide does not 
necessarily depend on one's intentions. 






Chapter 2i 


21.1 RamanaMaharshi did not Build the Ashram, 

He Supervised its Construction 

Ramesh: Ramana Maharshi didn't do any penance. Enlightenment just 
happened. After it happened, his destiny was to sit in a cave for a number of 
years. But contrary to what many people say, Ramana Maharshi said that he 
didn't do any tapasya (ascetic practice). 

Madhukar: Some people believe that Ramana Maharshi didn't build his ashram. 
Ramesh: He did not build the ashram. 

Madhukar: On the other hand , Annamalai Swami very definitely declares in his recently 
published book , Living by the Words of Bhagavan, that every minute instruction 
regarding the expansion of the ashram came from Ramana himself And moreover , that 
Ramana quite often supervised and personally participated in all kinds of building activities. 

Ramesh: Certainly. The supervision and construction of the buildings was part 
of the role which the organism called Ramana Maharshi had to play. Ramana 
didn't ask anybody to construct an ashram. When the ashram started, he might 
have supervised its construction in the same manner as he would get up in the 
early morning to cut up vegetables. Cutting the vegetables was something which 
the body did. Nobody asked him to do it, and he didn't ask anybody. Ramana 
did not ask anybody to build an ashram. When the ashram was being built, he 
had this intuitive knowledge of how the ashram should be — the entrance, the 
hall, and so forth. An intuitive understanding about all this happened through 
that body-mind organism. 

Paul Brunton brought Ramana to the notice of the world at large. Because of 
that, Brunton expected recognition from Ramana. But Ramana was not concerned 
with being famous abroad, or with being known in India. It was part of the 
functioning of Totality, or God's Will, that Ramana Maharshi should become known 
in the West, and thousands of Westerners were able to take advantage of his 
presence. Therefore, a body-mind organism called Paul Brunton was created to 
write books about Ramana and publish them in the West. But his ego was so 
massive that he claimed that he had brought Ramana Maharshi to the West. 

Once there was a dispute between Paul Brunton and the general manager 
of the ashram, Ramana's brother. They brought the dispute before Ramana 
Maharshi, who then listened to their arguments. After they had told their story. 
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Ramana Maharshi got up from his seat, left the ashram, and sat under a tree 
across the road. He only returned to the ashram after these two fools had 
come to an understanding, and had apologized to him for their mistake. Ramana 
was not concerned — he returned; there was no individual to say anything. 
The Ramanashram grew around Ramana, while most other ashrams are created 
by individuals. These other gurus put themselves in charge, and everybody 
else asks them what to do. They give instructions to people. 


21.2 The Seeker's Only Remaining Hopes: The Presence 
of the Guru f and Pleasing the Guru 

Ramesh: After all this conversation today, you find yourself still here. What 
this listening to the teaching will produce, nobody knows. What this listening 
will produce, and if it is going to produce something, is exactly what God 
intends to produce. If God wants to produce nothing out of this listening, it 
will be wasted. 

I got a telephone call this morning from a well-known and successful 
psychotherapist from Los Angeles. He used to be a student and assistant to the 
inventor of the Gestalt therapy, Fritz Pearl. Pearl is supposed to be a genius. 
This caller helped Fritz Pearl write a book, but he has occasional lapses into 
depression. Whenever he is overcome by depression, he calls me. This morning, 
we talked for half-an-hour. I told him this morning that it is exactly for this 
reason — these ups and downs — that the Indian tradition says that the disciple 
must meet the guru as often as he can. But today, in this industrialized age, the 
disciple can talk to the guru on the telephone if he cannot come to see the guru 
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physically. In the old days, the disciple had to visit the guru in person. So, the 
Indian tradition says the disciple must see the guru as often as possible. And 
the Indian sage and saint, Kabir, who lived some three or four hundred years 
ago, says to his disciples: "You must go and see your guru twice a day. If you 
can't do that, at least see him once a day. If you are not able to see him once a 
day, see him at least once a week. If that is not possible, see your guru at least 
once a month. And if you are not able to do that, see him at least every six 
months. And if a disciple is not able to see the guru every six months, then he 
better forget the whole search. No chance." 

And the Eastern and Indian traditions further say that the physical presence 
of the guru does something for the disciple's progress. What it is, nobody can 
know. It is well-known in India that the physical presence of the guru does 
something for the disciple. 

One of my visitors, Druve, told me recently that he used to get struck by 
asthma attacks as a child. He still remembers today how just the physical sight 
of the doctor would produce a change in his condition during such an attack. 
So, if the physical presence of the doctor can produce such a change for a sick 
person, the physical presence of the guru must produce even more of a change 
for the disciple. 

Bruno: What you are saying makes sense. 

Ramesh: And the Indian tradition says further — and this is what has brought 
about many false gurus — you must visit your guru, and you must please your 
guru. This pleasing of the guru produces something for the disciple's progress. 



The mere sight of him does it 


162 








though nobody knows just what. 

Usually, the disciples of a guru think the guru has a favorite disciple but no 
guru has a favorite. But something can happen in the relationship between the 
guru and his disciples which makes one disciple a favorite, closer to the guru 
than the others — as Ananda was to Buddha. 

There is a story — all stories are concepts — but there is one story which 
says that Buddha and his disciples were crossing a stream. Ananda was left 
behind to do some errand. Buddha's disciples used the chance to tell Buddha 
that they felt that Ananda was receiving better and special treatment by him. 
They asked Buddha why that was so. Buddha just called, "Ananda, come here!" 
And it is said that Ananda, hearing his guru call for him, walked on the water 
across to Buddha and said, "Master, you have called me?" Buddha said to his 
disciples, "You see, that is why." 

So, whatever happens cannot happen unless it is the Will of God. And 
nothing can happen if it is not the Will of God. Therefore, if something happens, 
you cannot have a feeling of guilt, nor a feeling of pride. It simply had to 
happen. So, if the seekers come to visit me and they find something really 
priceless here, I don't have a feeling of pride. A feeling of happiness may arise. 
Or a feeling of compassion may arise for someone who is not able to accept the 
teaching. But frustration will not arise. Frustration or happiness will arise if 
there is an individual who wants the teaching to be accepted by the seekers. 
But I am not concerned in converting people. There is no personal concern 
whether the teaching is accepted or not. 

Bruno: I didn't want a guru ever again because I ended up fighting with them, and 
then leaving them. My temper can get quite out of hand with them, (laughter) 

Ramesh: Madhukar, too! He also has had a lot of gurus. ( laughter) That is why 
I say you have no free will in choosing the guru, and you have no free will in 
choosing the path either. To choose bhakti (devotion) or jnana (knowledge) is 
also part of the programming. Each seeker will be sent by that power to a guru 
or an ashram which is necessary for the seeker at that time. And therefore, 
God or Totality will make the seeker move from ashram to ashram, depending 
on what is needed at that time. You may not know what you need. But the 
seeker is sent to that place where his need will be fulfilled. 





22.1 What Was Wrong With Helga? 

Helga: I understand what you are saying. But can 1 ask a question? 

Ramesh: Sure. 

Helga: If a person has total awareness, isn't that awareness making... 

Ramesh: What do you mean by awareness? What is your name? Karin? 

Helga: You told me you will be calling me Helga. Osho gave me the name Pujarin. I am 
not Karin, it's Pujarin. 

Ramesh: Before the Pujarin, what was your name? 

Helga: Helga. 

Ramesh: Helga! Ah! Now I know your name. Not Karin, it is Helga. Why 
Pujarin? What was wrong with Helga? That is what I would like to know. 

Helga: There was nothing wrong with Helga. 

Ramesh: Not Karin, Helga. Now I remember. What was Helga's question? 

Becoming and change 



Before 


f 

►1 

rl 

W’J 

! 

\x 


| 


* • A * 

' *• i ) • 

>; ^ 

/ /-‘V/A 
r > \w// v 
a mt \ 

1 

13 



AMMAJI 

6URU-M* 


After After the after 


164 






22.2 Does Enlightenment Happen to Everyone at the 

Moment of Death? 

Daniela: Can enlightenment happen at the moment of death? 

Ramesh: Enlightenment can happen to anyone at any moment. It can happen 
now, or even at the moment of death. It is not true that enlightenment can only 
happen to people who sit quietly and meditate. 

Daniela: But doesn't enlightenment anyway happen to everybody at the moment of 
death? 

Ramesh: No. Enlightenment is the understanding that whatever happens is 
God's Will, and that no individual "me"-entity exists with free will and personal 
doership. This understanding may or may not happen at the moment of death. 
The death of a person can occur without him understanding this truth. There 
can be death without enlightenment. The occurrence of enlightenment brings 
about a change in the attitude of a sentient being's life. When the body is dead, 
there is no question of its attitude to life. Once a body-mind organism in which 
enlightenment has happened is dead, it is in no way different from an 
unenlightened, dead body-mind organism. 

Daniela: Yes, it doesn’t matter to the dead body. Aren't there other levels on which it 
matters whether one dies enlightened or not? 

Ramesh: In some cases, enlightenment may occur at the moment of death. In 
others, it might happen now, tomorrow, in a month's time, or after 60 years. 
But the body-mind organism does not necessarily become enlightened at the 
moment of death. Actually, no body-mind organism can be enlightened at any 
time, now or later. You are thinking in terms of a body-mind organism and an 
individual person being enlightened. Enlightenment happens in phenomenality. 
It is a happening. 

Daniela: But is enlightenment always there? 

Ramesh: No. Enlightenment is the true understanding and total acceptance 
that all there is, is Consciousness or God, and that whatever happens is God's 
Will. The individual "me"-entity, with free will and personal doership, just 
doesn't exist. Enlightenment is not always there. What is always there is 
Consciousness. All there is, is Consciousness. 


Madhukar: Couldn't we say that at the moment of death, enlightenment happens in 



every single case, because the "me”-entity dissolves with the dissolving of the life force 
and the disappearance of consciousness? 

Ramesh:. No. What disappears? The "me," as a separate entity, disappears. 
The "me" is not there. The disappearance of the "me," as identification with 
the body, is not enlightenment. The identification with the body continues 
even after enlightenment. How do I use the word enlightenment? Enlightenment 
is that happening in which the identification with a separate entity as a personal 
doer is destroyed. It may be destroyed at the moment of death, yes. But when 
the body dies, all that remains is that which has always existed: Consciousness. 
And the body is not concerned with that Consciousness. So, enlightenment is not • 
Consciousness. After everyone's death, the body is finished. 

What you are saying is that there is enlightenment for everybody after 
death. Look, when an electrical gadget is going out of order, electricity continues 
to function. The body or the gadget which is dead is not electricity. You are 
saying that after death, every gadget is electricity. It is not. You see what I am 
getting at? You are saying that after death, all body-mind organisms are 
enlightened, whether or not enlightenment has occurred earlier. That is not so. 
Death does not mean enlightenment. What remains after death is not 
enlightenment, but Consciousness. 

Claire: The little death, sleep, is not enlightenment either. Going to sleep does not make 
us enlightened either. Is that correct? 

Ramesh: Quite right. Every time you go into deep sleep, you go into death, 
yes. But not into enlightenment. Death is simply the destruction of that body- 
mind organism which has been created. Whatever is created will be destroyed. 
And that has been happening for millions of years. Bodies have been created 
and have been destroyed. 

I repeat, death is not enlightenment. Death means being unaware of yourself 
as a separate individual, as a separate body-mind organism. So, when death 
happens, there will be no individual Madhukar. But it is possible that 
enlightenment happens before the moment of death, and then Madhukar will 
truly understand that there is no Madhukar as a separate entity. The body has 
nothing to do with enlightenment. 

Daniela: Is the experience of the moment of death different for an enlightened body- 
mind organism than for an ordinary person? 

Ramesh: If enlightenment does not happen at the moment of death, the body 
simply dies. 
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Daniela: Does it mean anything special to die enlightened or unenlightened? 

Ramesh: It simply means that God will create another body-mind organism 
through which enlightenment will happen this time around. If it is not God's 
Will that enlightenment happens, the body will simply die. 

Daniela: But what meaning does the occurrence of death ha~oe for an organism in which 
enlightenment has happened? 

Ramesh: It simply means that the body-mind organism understands at the 
moment of death that it is not a separate entity. There is just this understanding, 
that is all. There is no one to make use of this understanding. The only point is 
that the understanding may happen at this moment or tomorrow or next year 
or sixty years from now — or not at all. 


Daniela: But one day , enlightenment must happen, mustn't it? 

Ramesh: No, why should it happen one day? It happens all the time. 
















23.1 Isn't it God, Disguised as a Seeker, Who is Concerned with 

Enlightenment? 

Ramesh: Why is Daniela seeking enlightenment? Because Daniela wants to be 
per£ect. 

Daniela: But isn't it God who wants to be perfect , enlightened, through Daniela? 

Ramesh: It is Daniela. It is the "me" which wants to be enlightened. Daniela is 
nothing but the mind-intellect, which is the "me." 

Daniela: But didn't you say that the real cause of seeking is God? Didn't you say that 
God is actually the seeker? 

Ramesh: If that is understood, Daniela would no longer be seeking 
enlightenment. If Daniela truly understands that whatever is happening is the 
impersonal functioning of Totality, or God, then Daniela would not need to 
seek enlightenment. She would then say, "Alright God, if you want to bring 
about enlightenment, do it! And if You don't want to, don't!" 

Madhukar: I think what Daniela has understood is that the "me" is also God, the “me" 
is also part of Totality. 

Ramesh: The "me" is part of the mechanism of this manifestation. So, if you 
are saying that Daniela did not create the "me," but that the "me" came with 
the body-mind organism, then you have understood the teaching correctly. 
Therefore, I am saying that Daniela must accept the "me." But Daniela is trying 
to suppress the "me" by seeking enlightenment. She says that the "me," the 
programming, is bad. 

Daniela: I understand that the programmed "me" is God. God has done the programming, 
and He has made Daniela believe that this programming needs to be discussed with 
Ramesh. Actually, Ramesh and Daniela and the whole manifestation are God, in His 
own expression. 

Ramesh: That is correct. If Daniela understands that the "me" is not concerned, 
then she will not be concerned with anything. Why is Daniela concerned with 
enlightenment? If Daniela understands that she is part of what God has created. 



then Daniela will not want anything like enlightenment. 

Daniela: But isn't it He Who is concerned with enlightenment, since "I," as a person, 
cannot exist? 

Ramesh: So, God is concerned with this body-mind organism, and with its 
being frustrated. It is the destiny of this body-mind organism to be frustrated. 

Daniela: But it is actually God who is frustrated. It is not "me." Therefore, there is no 
destiny for any entity called Daniela. 

Ramesh: Quite right. It is not "you." So, if you understand that it is not Daniela 
who is frustrated, but that frustration just exists, then nothing more needs 
to be understood. But 
Daniela does not under¬ 
stand that. Daniela contin¬ 
ues to think Daniela is frus¬ 
trated, and wants the 
mechanism and program¬ 
ming to be changed. "Can j 
the programming be ( - 
changed?" she asks. Who 
wants to know? Who 
wants the programming to 
be changed and to be per¬ 
fected? It is Daniela. But nothing is perfect in this world. Only if Daniela stops 
seeking perfection or enlightenment... 

Daniela: It is God who will stop. "I," Daniela, don't exist, and therefore have no influence. 

Ramesh: Yes. You have no control or influence. Once you have understood 
this, the seeking will stop. That's why I keep saying that the seeking begins 
with an individual and cannot stop until there is an understanding that there 
just cannot be an individual seeker. The seeking will stop only when Daniela 
understands that there is no Daniela to understand anything. Until that moment, 
Daniela will keep seeking. And that seeking is still part of God's Will, and will 
continue as long He wills it. 

Waltraut: The mind sees meaning in all that happens. But there is no meaning in 
anything. Is that right? 




Ramesh: Right. The mind-intellect always looks for meaning and purpose. But 
when the understanding occurs, then you no longer care what happens. But so 
long as there is a Waltraut caring what happens, the "me" will remain: The 
final understanding is to accept what is, without needing to find a meaning in it. 


23.2 When Questioning Stops, Silence Happens; 

When Silence Happens, Seeking Stops 

Nancy: I was just thinking that there is nothing to hold on to in your teaching. There 
is no " me" which can hold on to a teaching or a philosophy. I think that is zvhat you 
really want to tell us. 

Ramesh: And when that is truly understood, then the seeking stops, and the 
seeker is no longer a seeker. 

Nancy: And yet it is necessary to have these conversations until the "me" is annihilated, right? 

Ramesh: These talks are part of the process of this annihilation. 

Nancy: Now I understand what Ramana Maharshi meant when he said that the best 
teaching is conducted in silence. Everything else is superfluous to the understanding. 

Ramesh: Sure, everything else is a concept. Whatever any sage or prophet has 
said is a concept. Why does the sage say anything at all? Because God sends 
the seeker to the sage with questions. And the questions can only be answered 
with concepts. The sage uses concepts so that the seeker gets satisfied, at least 
to the extent that he is destined to understand. 

Madhukar: But some teachers use silence as a means of practice. They sit with their 
students in silence for half an hour or an hour , or maybe all day long. There is the belief 
that during these silent periods in the presence of the teacher, the seeker is closest to the 
Ultimate Truth or the Self, and that such a silent sitting does something for the seeker's 
spiritual growth. And many seekers report an experience of harmony or peace having 
occurred to them during such a sitting. 

(To Nancy) Is this what you meant? 

Nancy: Yes. But I think that l was thinking more along the lines of Ramesh's understanding: 
if all that can be said is a concept, then obviously the truest teaching is silence. 

Madhukar: Nothing can be said, except conceptually. 




Ramesh: With that understanding, |l all talk and discussions end. When you 
come to the conclusion that every question you ask is a concept which is 
answered by the guru with another || concept... 

Nancy: Endlessly... h 


Ramesh: ... yes, endlessly. Then the J questioning stops. And when the 
questioning stops, silence happens. L And that silence is the ultimate teaching. 
When the silence happens, the 1 seeking stops. And seeking stops 
when the concepts stop. i 


Waltraut: In your book The Duet of || One, there is a very beautiful sentence 
which reads, “The ego is the nail on which you can hang all your concepts ." 

Ramesh: Yes. Incidently, , l/gk Waltraut, I don't remember a 

single sentence of any of my [/ 77 ^ l\ books because I didn't write those 
sentences. I can only accept your I fait \ word for it that that sentence is 
there. I question] 

drops J 





CHAPTER 24 


24.1 Is Daniela Seeking God? 

God is Seeking God through Daniela 

Daniela: Is the guru always identified with God, and if so, can he or she change the 
programming of his body-mind organism? 

Ramesh: Identified with God? What do you mean? 


Daniela: I mean, does he become God after enlightenment? To be God... 


Ramesh: Who is to be God? God is all there is. There is no one to be God. The 
whole problem for the seeker is that he wants to be God. What I tell the seeker 
is that all there is, is God, or Consciousness. You cannot be God. But that is 
what Daniela wants. And what is God? Perfection, isn't it? Daniela wants to be 
a perfect human being, which is God for her. But the point is, all there is, is 
God. Other then God, 
nothing is. So long as 
Daniela thinks she is a 
person who wants to 
be God, that can never 
happen, because God 
and Daniela are not 
two. All there is, is 
God, or Totality. 

So, Daniela seeks 
God, but she forgets 
that it is not Daniela 
seeking God. Rather, it 
is God doing the seek¬ 
ing for God, through 
this body-mind organism, Daniela. And so long as seeking happens, there will 
be suffering. So, seeking means suffering. When you truly understand that, 
then the seeking stops. The suffering is for the individual. There cannot be any 
seeker seeking anything — which amounts to accepting What-is. So long as such 
an acceptance does not develop, there will be suffering. And when and if that 
suffering ends is not in your hands. That ending of it is in the destiny of the 
body-mind organism. 

Life is alternating happiness and unhappiness. If you get what you want, 
you are happy, and if you don't get what you want, you are unhappy. It doesn't 
matter what you seek, may it be money or enlightenment. 




24.2 The Fake Guru: Judging him is to Judge God 


Ramesh: In a sage, a thought may arise, but there is no involvement in it. You 
cannot prevent a thought from arising, but the understanding of the teaching 
can prevent the horizontal involvement with that thought, that is, thinking. If 
the arising of a thought is merely witnessed without judgement or comparison, 
but as something which is part of life, then the arising thought gets translated 
into action. If the thought arises that you are thirsty, you will have a drink of 
water, and then the thought is gone. 

Or, if you were insulted yesterday, the thought of that incident may arise, 
and the average person becomes involved with what he or she will do about it 
next. If the same thought arises in an enlightened sage, that thought will merely 
be witnessed and get cut off. Horizontal involvement gets cut off sooner and 
sooner, corresponding to the depth of the understanding. Such an understanding 
may only be intellectual. But make no mistake — don't discount intellectual 
understanding. The understanding in most cases has to begin with the individual 
using his intellect. The first step of understanding happens when one knows 
that it is not possible for anyone to prevent a thought from arising. But one can 
prevent getting involved in horizontal thinking. If there is no understanding at 
all, then there will be total involvement, meaning that thoughts arise 
continuously, without a break in between. This teaching and its understanding 
produce the sudden realization that involvement in thinking has happened, 
and that realization cuts off the involvement. 

Nancy: But not by will. 

Ramesh: The sudden realization that one is involved in thinking is really the 
understanding in action. Even an intellectual understanding could bring about 
the realization that you are involved in thinking. The deeper the understanding, 
the quicker the cutting off. And once the involvement is gone, witnessing 
happens. The average person judges and compares what is being perceived, be 
it a thought or a sense object. In the case of a sage, there is no comparing and 
judging, because of the deepest possible conviction that all that is happening is 
part of the impersonal functioning of Totality. This understanding prevents 
the intellect from judging. Whom will the sage judge if he knows that all that 
happens is the Will of God? To judge somebody is to judge God. 

Madhukar: Is it possible, even after enlightenment, that a judgement could arise as a 
thought? A few days ago, I believe I heard you judge Poonjaji. 

Ramesh: No, it was not a judgement. I never met Poonjaji. What I am saying 
about him is what happens with him in phenomenality. I didn't judge him. 



What I am telling you about whatever Poonjaji thinks he is doing, or whatever 
he thinks happens because of him, is actually just part of what happens as part 
of the impersonal functioning of Totality. Whether Poonjaji is right or wrong, 
whether he is genuine or not, is none of my concern. All I am concerned with is 
to say that Poonjaji — genuine or otherwise — is part of What-is in 
phenomenality. 

Madhukar: What sounded to me like a judgement of him by you might have been just 
a response on your part to what somebody asked you. It may have sounded like a statement 
for or against Poonjaji. 

Ramesh: For or against whom or what? What I am saying is that there is no 
judgement on my part, because I am accepting that Rajneesh or Poonja are part 
of What-is, just as they are, and whatever they do. It is not my business to 
judge whether they are enlightened or not. The question of judgement doesn't 
arise, because I accept them as part of What-is. 

But in the case of a sage, judgement can arise. When? When it is the working 
mind. It is the role of the working mind to judge. Say, the jnani (sage) is a chief- 
executive, and in this capacity has to choose from a number of candidates for 
promotion. The working mind has to compare and judge and decide who 
deserves the promotion. In the case of a jnani , such judgement will be impersonal. 

Madhukar; If a guru does things or says things which clearly indicate that he just 
cannot be enlightened , then we could note those words and deeds and describe them as 
they happened. That wouldn't be a judgement, but rather a statement, right? 

Ramesh: If I have understood that anything can happen through a body-mind 
organism through which enlightenment has happened, how can I say this is 
right or this is wrong, Madhukar? Anything can happen through a sage. 

Madhukar: Then no judgement whatsoever occurs at anytime in both the sage and the 
non-sage — everything is God. 

Ramesh: Fake and true gurus are both part of What-is. Whether somebody is 
fake or genuine, I don t know. But if you tell me what he does, I might tell you 
that he may be playing the role of an unenlightened guru as part of the 
functioning of Totality. If enlightenment has happened in a warrior, he will 
still kill after the occurrence, because it is the role which he has to play! A 
murder can be committed through the body-mind organism of a sage. If it is so 
destined, it will happen. But the sage will not consider himself as a murderer, 
but as a body-mind organism through which God committed a murder. 

The body-mind organism called Jesus did something illegal, and that 
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organism was punished and crucified. What happens to the body-mind organism 
has nothing to do with whether enlightenment has happened or not. 

The sage never really judges. But if you say so-and-so calls himself a sage, 
and he gives the seekers a list of do's and don't's, and promises that following 
them will lead to enlightenment; or if he says he himself can bestow 
enlightenment upon his disciples; then, most probably, enlightenment has not 
yet happened in that sage. 

Madhukar: Saying this is not a judgement, then, but rather a statement, is that right? 

Ramesh: Yes, that is not a judgement. It is not a judgement to say that 
enlightenment means the acceptance that no individual doership can exist. But 
the basis of a teaching is wrong if it teaches that a "me"-entity exists, with a 
sense of personal doership and free will, and that it can practice and achieve 
enlightenment through its own efforts. It is also wrong if that teaching declares 
that the sage or guru himself can volitionally induce enlightenment in his 
disciples. Enlightenment, in my understanding, is the total annihilation of the 
sense of personal doership. 

The false and the genuine guru both exist. But it is none of my business to 
judge which sage is what. I do not know who is genuine and who is fake. 

Claire: But you had some opinions about Gangaji, Andrew Cohen, and Poonjaji the 
other day. 

Ramesh: No. I don't know, and cannot know, whether or not these people 
have a personal sense of personal doership. 

Claire: But you seem to know, because you give opinions about these people. 

Ramesh: No. What I am saying is that if there is a sense of personal doership, 
enlightenment has not happened, according to my understanding of 
enlightenment. Whether it is there or not in a certain person, I do not know. 
Whether you take it as an opinion or not is up to you. 

Nancy: Considering the gurus I know, the only thing more frightening than being told 
there is no volition is being told there is volition. Because after practicing for many years, 
l found myself wondering, "Why isn’t anything happening?" I asked myself, "Practicing 
with the best of intentions, why is nothing happening? " What a relief to know that there 
is no volition. 

Ramesh: It is a wrong kind of teaching which says "you" can do something to 
bring about enlightenment by adhering to a list of do' or don't's. That kind of 
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enlightenment is not what I understand by enlightenment. My understanding 
of enlightenment is the total annihilation of the personal sense of doership. 

Madhukar: The worst thing for the seeker is if the guru says both: that something can 
be done for enlightenment , and that nothing can be done for enlightenment. And it is 
really terrible for the seeker if the guru alternates his teaching almost every day. 

Ramesh: If the guru has that kind of teaching, then that is the role that particular 
guru has to play, as part of the impersonal functioning of Totality. If 20,000 
disciples are taught by a particular guru, and the guru is inconsistent in what 
he says and thereby leads his followers into confusion, then it is the destiny of 
those 20,000 disciples to be kept in that confusion. ( everybody laughs ) Out of those 
20,000, a few will be taken out of that confusion, and they will be sent to some 
other guru, one with less or no confusion. All that happens is part of God's Will. 

It is God's Will that a particular seeker meets a guru who prescribes practice 
and self-discipline, because that seeker needs it at that stage of spiritual 
evolution. And he may be perfectly satisfied or frustrated with such practices 
until he dies. Some seekers live happily in an ashram for thirty or forty years 
and are satisfied with their self-discipline, because it is so destined. In a way, 
such seekers are not concerned with enlightenment. And who can say whether 
such satisfied people need enlightenment or not? Maybe enlightenment is not 






needed in such a content body-mind organism. And because enlightenment is 
a process which continues after the death of such a seeker, God will create 
another body-mind organism with a programming which is more receptive to 
the occurrence of enlightenment. 

The ultimate surrender, just prior to the occurrence of enlightenment, is 
the understanding that enlightenment may not happen to this body-mind 
organism. Because in that surrender, no individual seeker remains. So, the 
seeking stops when the seeker ends. 

So, Madhukar, based on what is said here, you may judge your former 
gurus. I don't, because there is no "me" to judge. Based on what these gurus 
have done or said, and how that was interpreted and judged, Madhukar may 
judge his former gurus as false. 

For me, both the fake and the genuine gurus are part of What-is. 

Nancy: One cannot exclude anything from Totality. 

Ramesh: That is the whole point. Even if somebody is proven to be a fake 
guru, he is still part of What-is, just like a psychopathic organism is part of it. 
Whatever happens through a fake guru is exactly what has to happen, because 
that is God's Will. The fake and the genuine exist side by side in Totality, as 
part of What-is. 


24.3 Life Means Choosing: 

Choosing As If You Have Free Will 

Caroline: When a judgement needs to be made, it is always the working mind which is 
judging, right? And an appropriate action takes place. 

Ramesh: That is correct. Say, the working mind has to choose between two 
people. The working mind will choose the right person. If the choosing is done 
by the working mind and not by the thinking mind, it may decide that so-and- 
so is a more likable person than someone else, but that, for the job at hand, it is 
better to take the less likable person because that one is better suited for the job. 

Caroline: Because of that person's programming. 

Ramesh: Quite right. 

Caroline: It is almost as if the thinking mind and the working mind have joint custody 
over awareness. 


Ramesh: Yes, that is correct. When the working mind comes to a decision 



without the interference of the thinking mind, then — since the thinking mind 
is not there — there is no feeling of responsibility, or of being fair or unfair to 
anybody. The consequences of the choice will depend on the destiny of the 
organism chosen or rejected. 

Caroline: All colors together make up vision. And still we choose one color over another. 

Ramesh: You have no free will for this reason. Let us take the example of 
selecting a dress. According to your free will, you like the red dress. But the 
thinking mind says, "Red is not in fashion, it is not the 'in' thing." 

Caroline: I know about shopping and free will! 

Ramesh: If you look at things that happen in life, you know that free will is 
entirely circumscribed by your conditioning — and that includes fashion. You 
see, there is truly no free will. 

Caroline: 1 am laughing because l had the opportunity recently to really see that. 

Ramesh: Incidently, thank you for the gifts which you left on the table yesterday. 

Nancy: If the buying of every dress were a very big decision, wouldn't we always be in 
the middle of, or busy with, choosing? We couldn't relax at all. 



Ramesh: But life means choosing, no matter if the choice concerns an important 
decision or not —be it choosing a dress, a meal, or a flat. You can't avoid 
making a choice. Actually, life means making choices all the time. What I say is, 
"Make your choice after considering all the alternatives, but with the 
understanding that what you have chosen may or may not happen. The 
consequences of your choice are not in your hands." 

Caroline: It is the acceptance of the process of choice, right? 

Ramesh: You have to make the choice as if you have free will, knowing that 
you don't, and that whatever is going to happen is going to happen anyway. 
But that doesn't prevent you from making a choice. 

Daniela: But the final choice is already determined by Consciousness, isn't it? 

Ramesh: Yes, the choice is predestined. And it also predestined whether the 
choice will come into effect or not. But you cannot not make a choice, because 
life is making choices all the time. 

Daniela: But really we have no choice. 

Ramesh: What do you mean by real and unreal? Three shirts are laid in front 
of you. You have to make a choice, or you can tell the salesman, "Please, make 
the choice for me." But even that is a choice. 

Daniela: But whichever choice is made, and whether it comes into effect, is predestined. 

Ramesh: That's right. Therefore, there is no need of being afraid to make a 
choice. Make your choice with your full energy, with total intellect. Make a 
choice, by all means, because life is making choices. You can't shirk making a 
choice. Make a choice as if you have free will, knowing that what happens is 
not in your hands. 

Caroline: This is so wonderful! What you are taking off is the responsibility, which is 
the heaviest part of living. 


24.4 Is "Ten Miles" Ten Thousand Years Or Eternity? 

— Manifestation 

Waltraut: Your concept of the ten-mile long painting — the painting representing the 
manifestation, through time, as already existing — is a very helpful one. And you say 
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that sentient beings are only able to see a portion of this ten-mile long painting at any 
given time. 

Daniela: But doesn't God continue to paint all. the time? Isn't it possible that the 
picture is not finished, that God continues to create His creation? 

Ramesh: Why? You can say you create the time. You can say God has created 
a thousand years. And later on He is still creating. But why don't you think of 
it as eternity? So, if you think of it as eternity, the eternal picture is there. If 
you think in terms of a thousand years, it is a thousand years. You think in 
terms of time. 

Caroline: If we look at the picture either as an "1” or an ego , couldn't we say then that 
when the "l" is looking at the painting, the painting is finished eternally ; while when the 
ego is looking at the painting, the painting seems to be being painted all the time. 
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Ramesh: Quite right. The ego is time. The ego can only think of a thousand 
years or ten thousand years. But the ego cannot know eternity. Eternity is the 
present moment. So, whatever is present in the present moment.... Each present 
moment continues, and it is the intellect which strings the moments together 
and says, "This is past and that is the future." 

Caroline: That is fascinating! To think that all of eternity is already created, and yet 
there is the illusion in us to think that it is being created every moment! 

Ramesh: That is right. What really exists is only the present moment. 

Nancy: Right, but the seeing of the manifestation involves the doing and creating, the 
time and the process, the happiness and the misery. 

Ramesh: Quite right. It is the intellect which creates the time. 

Nancy: But doesn't Krishna tell Arjuna, "As Time, I have already killed these people?" 

Ramesh: Yes. "I, as Time, have already killed them." Otherwise, in the present 
moment they are still alive. "I, as Time, have killed them. Because I am space- 
time." Space-time is the mechanism for the manifestation to happen. That's 
why Ramana Maharshi said, "There has been no creation." And if there is no 
creation, there is no one to be killed. 

Caroline: Because the whole thing is an illusion? 

Ramesh: Yes, the whole thing is an illusion. 

Caroline: Space-time is within the mechanism of the brain. 

Ramesh: That's the whole point. 

Nancy: What we are then, basically, is the witnessing of the illusory manifestation. 
What we are, then, is merely the "at-restness" or witnessing of the creation. 

Ramesh: No. The witnessing of manifestation is happening through the body- 
mind organism. But the involved person thinks he is observing it. In witnessing, 
there is no judging. The sage merely witnesses without judging. The involved 
person sees something and judges it. It is the nature of the mind-intellect to 
compare and judge. It is only when the mind-intellect as a separate entity is 
destroyed that witnessing happens. And that impersonal Consciousness in action 
is understanding. 



Nancy: And the destruction of the involvement takes place in time and over time. 

Ramesh: This destruction happens in time. And a process is always in time. 
But the final understanding happens suddenly, and from then onwards there 
is no involvement at all anymore. 

Nancy: Whatever happens is merely witnessed by the sage. He doesn’t need to shift 
gears, like I have to shift gears. In my case, there are times of involvement and times 
during which nothing is involved. For the sage there is always non-involvement. 

Ramesh: That is correct. 

Nancy: The sage witnesses objects but his senses are not attached to them. 

Ramesh: That is correct. Observing is done by the mind-intellect, the thinking 
mind, whose nature is to compare and judge. It is the involvement by the 
thinking mind which creates problems. Total involvement by the working mind 
means the absence of the interference of the thinking mind. The more the 
working mind is totally absorbed in what it is doing, the more the work will 
be at its best. 



25.1 The Sage: Neither Accepting nor Rejecting; 
Although there is Choice and Decision , there is 
no Concern with the Consequences 



3 Choice and decision: Yes 

Concern with consequences: No 


Madhukar: The clarification 
you gave me yesterday regarding 
my misunderstanding in think¬ 
ing that you were judging other 
gurus helped me somewhat. I 
know it was because of my per¬ 
sonal projections that I accused 
you of judging other gurus. But 
what you said a few days ago 
sounded to me like a judgement. 
After I told you this , you replied 
that what you said about those 
gurus was only a comment , a de¬ 
scription of What-is. 


Ramesh: Therefore, there was no judging of them. 

Madhukar: I know it was because of my personal projections that I accused you of 
judging other gurus. 

Ramesh: Go to the bottom of the question. Go to the bottom of the question. Why 
did the question of whether I was judging or not arise for you, Madhukar? Why? 

Madhukar: Because I was judging you for having judged other gurus. I was judging 
you because I heard you say that a true guru only witnesses and , therefore , accepts 
whatever happens as part of the functioning of Totality. And that is why the true guru 
doesn’t judge anybody. I was judging you. 

Ramesh: You were judging me. 

Madhukar: Yes. And I was judging my former gurus. I was first judging them as fake 
gurus, and then ! was judging you. 

Ramesh: You were judging me. You have not accepted what I have been saying, 
namely, that whatever comes out from my lips is not what Ramesh is saying. 







What I say is part of What-is, or part of the impersonal functioning of Totality. 
But you didn't accept that. What you say is, "Ramesh is saying bad things about 
my former gurus, and by doing so he is judging them." That is the base of your 
accusation, isn't it? 

Madhukar: That is correct. 

Ramesh: I repeat, I am neither accepting nor rejecting something. The working 
mind has to judge from two or multiple alternatives. It judges, comes to decision, 
and chooses. But once it has decided, it is not concerned with the future 
consequences of that decision. 

If you are in difficulty and you ask me for advice, it will be my working 
mind which gives you that advice. And whether you heed that advice or not is 
also not in your hands, but is part of your destiny. 


25.2 The Three Types Of Guru 


Ramesh: Madhukar, have you understood the point I made yesterday about 
judging? I will tell you the difference between judging and witnessing one 
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more time. In witnessing, there is no rejection. But if the mind observes 
something and sees differences, and then makes a choice, either rejecting or 
accepting something, that is judging. In pure witnessing, the differences are 
also noticed, but nothing is rejected. 

Madhukar: Witnessing leaves everything as it is. Witnessing is accepting What-is, as 
it is. Is that right? 

Ramesh: That is correct. Witnessing lets everything be, without rejecting 
anything. That's why I say there are three different kinds of gurus. To the first 
category belong the gurus in whom enlightenment has happened. The second 
kind of guru includes those who think that enlightenment has happened to 
them. And the gurus in the third group know that they are not enlightened. 
But all three groups are part of What-is, and all gurus are playing the role 
which God has assigned to them. God is working through all of them. All the 
good or evil they are doing is being done through them strictly according to 
the Will of God. Therefore, when everything is accepted as part of What-is, no 
judging can happen, you see? Judging means rejecting something. 

To use the word "judging" creates problems, just as the use of the word 
"involvement" does. If we use the word "judge," I have to explain to you that 
the working mind also has to judge, but in that context, judging doesn't mean 
rejecting something. 

25.3 Mozart and Ramana Maharshi: 

The Fruition of a Process of Many Lives 

Nancy: Enlightenment happens when it is necessary for the functioning of Totality. 
Enlightenment is therefore not good or bad. It is impersonal to the body-mind organism, 
right? 

Ramesh: It is as much an event as a flood or a storm or an earthquake. It is just 
an event, which is part of God's Will. 

Consciousness first identifies itself with billions of body-mind organisms. 
In a few — a very small percentage — of those billions of organisms, the mind 
turns inward for whatever reason, and a process of disidentification starts. 
The exact percentages are known only to God. The processes of identification 
and disidentification are continuous. But both are part of the impersonal 
functioning of Totality. Therefore, no human being can be enlightened, and 
therefore there is truly no point in seeking enlightenment. And yet 
enlightenment is being sought, because such seeking is the destiny of the seeking 
body-mind organism. What has to be understood first is that no seeker can 
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truly exist. Rather, seeking happens for a body-mind organism because it has 
been programmed exactly for that reason. And at what level the seeking for 
enlightenment starts is not known. 

In Ramana Maharshi's case, enlightenment happened without his having 
to do any sadhana (spiritual practice). When asked about this, Ramana answered 
that sadhana might have been done by body-mind organisms in past lives. 

Daniela: Are body-mind organisms of different lives connected? 

Ramesh: There is a connection between body-mind organisms of different 
lives. But no individuals are connected. Yes, there is the movement of cause 
and effect stretching over time and lives. Whatever actions happen now are 
the result of previous actions. But, mind you, they are not the result of actions 
of individuals. God plans and creates all actions. For His actions to happen He 
creates certain body-mind organisms. The actions, executed by these organisms, 
create their effects, for which God has to create new body-mind organisms. 
The cause and effect relationship is the basis of the karma theory. Karma means 
action and causation. But the karma theory goes wrong in making a "me"-entity 
responsible for the causes of its actions. I hold that all action is God's action. 

One set of actions leads to other actions. Whatever set of actions happens 
today, at this present moment, is the result of what was happening thousands 
and millions of years earlier. And whatever happens now will initiate effects 
for the time to come — for tomorrow and for a thousand years. And for what 
is to happen then, God will create and program new body-organisms in such a 
way that only those actions and events which He planned will happen. Everything 
happens according to God's plan, which we also could call the impersonal 
functioning of Totality. The human being is merely an instrument programmed in 
such a way that only certain kinds of actions will happen through it. 

Madhukar: The event of enlightenment could be compared with the first eruption of a 
volcano. Such a volcano has been "cooking " underground, unnoticed, for millions of 
years before it eventually explodes. In a similar fashion, the process of enlightenment may 
come to its sudden fruition in a certain body-mind organism at a particular point in 
time. But the impersonal process of enlightenment itself may have extended over the lives 
of many body-mind organisms. And in this whole process, no personal "me"-entity was 
ever involved. Is that what you are saying? 

Ramesh: Absolutely correct. 

Claire. Isn t Mozart a good example of the obvious fact that in any field, the process of 
development can start at any given level. Doesn't Mozart's early start as a composer 
suggest that a high level of skill must have been reached by an earlier body-mind organism, 



and that composer-mastership came to fruition in the particular body-mind organism 
called Mozart? How else could he have been such a maestro at the young age of six? 



The fruition of the process of many lives 

(Warning! This explanation is pure speculation; so is the theory of karma-) 


Ramesh: Right. How else could such a thing happen? There must have been 
earlier body-mind organisms in which this kind of music had been developed 
and ingrained, and which then, in Mozart, reached its peak. For this musical 
peak to be reached, a genius called Mozart was created as part of the impersonal 
functioning of Totality. 

Daniela: Is enlightenment only an attitude towards life? 

Ramesh: My definition of enlightenment means the total annihilation of an 
independent "me"-entity with a sense of personal doership. Other people may 
give you a different definition of enlightenment. Enlightenment happens only 
when this sense of personal doership disappears. In other words, when the 
"me," the seeker, is totally annihilated. The seeker cannot annihilate himself. 
Therefore no seeker can be enlightened. 

Daniela: What is the difference between an ordinary human being and an enlightened 
being? 

Ramesh: Nothing. There is no difference. Now, your next question will be, 
"Why should I then seek enlightenment?" 


Daniela: Exactly, that's my question. 



Ramesh: The answer is that there is no need for you to seek enlightenment. 
But you can't give up the search for enlightenment either, because seeking is 
what's happening to you or through you. Do you see the trap? You ask, "Why 
should I be concerned with enlightenment? Why should I become enlightened? 
Why should I seek enlightenment?" Good questions! OK, don't seek 
enlightenment! See if you can stop seeking enlightenment! 

Nancy: Not being able to stop seeking enlightenment is proof that the “me"-entity 
doesn't exist, that there is no individual. The seeking goes on whether the “me" wants it 
or not, right? 

Ramesh: Quite right. Someone who says, "I am a seeker of truth or 
enlightenment or God," places himself or herself, consciously or unconsciously, 
above those who seek only money. I want you to understand that you are 
seeking Truth or God only because of God's Grace or Will. It is God's Grace 
that seeking enlightenment should happen through a particular body-mind 
organism, which has been created and programmed for the purpose of such 
seeking. That's why the seeking cannot be stopped by an individual "me." The 
seeker did not choose to seek whatever he or she thinks he or she is seeking, 
be it money or enlightenment. If somebody is seeking money, it has to be 
remembered that that particular body-mind organism has been created for 
that special purpose, and that's why only that activity can happen through it at 
that particular time. Seeking enlightenment cannot happen through a body- 
mind organism which is programmed to make money. 

Madhukar: But could enlightenment happen to a money-seeking organism anyway, 
say, like a lightening stroke out of the blue? Because it is so destined? 

Ramesh: Certainly. That is why some events, all of a sudden, turn some money- 
seekers into seekers of spirituality or enlightenment. 

Madhukar: Could we assume that during his or her time of active money-seeking, 
enlightenment could not happen to that money-seeking organism? 

Ramesh: We could say that, at a specific point in time, the programming of a 
money-seeking organism was destined to change towards the search for 
enlightenment. A person who has been making money all his life needs only to 
receive the thought, I have money, I have a family, I have everything, yet 
why do I have the sense of not feeling fulfilled?" Such a thought can change the 
mind and turn it inward. A millionaire whose wife has died of cancer may 
donate all his money for the construction of a cancer wing at a hospital. In such 
a case, the "me" is very much there. But the mind has already turned inward. 



And donating that money for a certain cause happened because it was the 
destiny of that cause to receive that money. In any case, the millionaire's mind 
has already turned inward, and the process of disidentification has started 
and will continue. However, this process doesn't need to be linear. There can 
be quantum jumps. For instance, the millionaire may have given all his money, 
and already he may have the feeling that it was not "him" who donated it. 
Enlightenment can happen any time. If, in a body-mind organism, the object of 
seeking changes from money or power to enlightenment, it is because that 
change is destined to happen to that organism at that particular point of time. 

What-is — or pure Subjectivity or Consciousness or God — is that which is 
beyond the interconnected conceptual opposites of bondage and liberation. 
Why is somebody seeking liberation? Because he or she thinks he or she is in 
bondage — in bondage because he or she cannot have everything he or she 
wants. That's why he or she is seeking God or enlightenment. 

The final understanding is that there is nothing like enlightenment or 
liberation. Liberation means only liberation from the concept of bondage. With 
the dissolution of the concept of bondage, and the realization that there is 
nobody who is in bondage, the concept of enlightenment also disappears. No 
"me" is in bondage. How could the "me" — which is not in bondage, which 
actually doesn't exist —be liberated? This is how the seeker gets annihilated. 



26.1 Advice Given by the Guru May Turn out Good or Bad: 

That too is Destined 

Nancy: We went to Nisargadatta's house yesterday. The surprise was that it had been 
sold. We met the new owner, who didn't let us see it from inside. 

Ramesh: He probably will put up a board saying, "Nisargadatta Maharaj's 
family doesn't live here anymore." 

Claire: It also could read, "Go away!" 

Nancy: I thought that the sale of his house was appropriate to his teaching, "This too 
shall pass." I heard he never wanted a shrine or a samadhi (memorial of a saint or sage). 

Ramesh: After his death, a number of his disciples got together in order to 
discuss the construction of a shrine. When asked what I thought about it, I said 
I'd give a contribution according to what I could afford. But if you ask me 
whether we should build a shrine at all, I would say no, because Maharaj never 
mentioned anything regarding what should be done after his death. And Maharaj 
knew at least six months prior to his death that he would die from throat 
cancer in the near future. A suggestion regarding the time after his death would 
have been a suggestion regarding phenomenality. And Maharaj was not 
concerned about it. 

Claire: Shrine or no shrine, Maharaj didn't talk about either eventuality, right? 

Ramesh: Yes, he wasn't concerned at all. If it had been destined that a shrine 
be constructed, and that thousands of people would visit it, that's what would 
have happened — no matter what Maharaj wanted. If it was God's Will that no 
shrine be erected, then no shrine would have appeared. 

Shalini: Contrary to Maharaj's approach, Ramana Maharshi was very involved in the 
construction and running of his ashram, and the activities in it. 

Ramesh: Ramana Maharshi was not involved in the ashram at all. The ashram 
just sprang up around him. And once the ashram had sprung up, it became an 
organization which had to be looked after. That was done by his younger 
brother, who left the worldly life for this very job. He was called the general 
manager, the sarvadikari. 
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Ramana Maharshi laid down certain basic principles, such as the practice 
that everyone in the ashram eat the same food, after the beggars were fed 
first. But he was not involved with the worldly affairs of the ashram. 

There is a story which illustrates this. Paul Brunton was the man who 
made Ramana Maharshi known and famous in the West through the books he 
published. Therefore, he considered himself a very special disciple. Once, he 
and Ramana's brother had a fight, and both went to Ramana to plead their 
case. Instead of judging the quarrel, Ramana left the premises of the ashram 
and sat silently under a tree across the road. Only after those two fighting 
fools apologized to him and begged him to return did Ramana come back to 
the ashram. That event shows the extent of Ramana's involvement in the daily 
affairs of the ashram. He was not concerned with the construction of the ashram, 
or with the daily affairs of its running. 

Madhukar: We discussed this topic already a few days ago. Contrary to what you say, 
Annamalai Swami — ivho was for many years Ramana's personal attendant — reports 
in great detail and at great length how the ashram was actually built according to the 
plans, and the direct supervision, of Ramana Maharshi himself. 

Ramesh: Of course, if asked for directions and advice regarding ashram routine, 
Ramana would give his counsel. I also give advice if asked for it. But whether 
my advice will be good or bad for the asking body-mind organism, or whether 
my advice will be accepted or not, is predestined. 

Claire: / thought you told me that you don't zoant to get involved in personal stories. 
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Ramesh: When I give advice, I am not involved in the content or the result of 
the advice given. Advice is given. I would be involved if I were concerned 
with your acceptance or non-acceptance of it. In fact, whether you are able to 
accept the advice or not, is not in your hands. And what you do after having 
accepted or rejected the advice is also not in your hands. 

So, give me one reason why I shouldn't give advice. 

Madhukar: Let me share'the experience I had of asking for your advice a month ago, 
getting that advice from you, and then following your advice through. 

I had a very strong pain in the middle of my chest for a few weeks. But the doctors 
in Germany and in India couldn't find anything wrong with my body system. 
Consequently, I explained my state, and what the doctors had said about it, to you, and 
asked you for advice. You then told me that it might help to consult a nadi reader or afi 
astrologer, who might find that my painful condition was due to the constellation of the 
stars, and therefore might last only a certain period of time. Becoming aware of this 
concrete information about the promised relief of the pain in due time, the psyche might 
then restand be released from its tension. That's what you said. 

You mentioned a nadi reader in Madras, and I went to see him. But the man turned 
out to be a crook who gave a bogus reading. Later on I heard from Heiner and Erika that 
others before me met with the same fate. 

What transpired from this episode was that the pain made me go to you, and then to 
Madras. The nadi reader was my only hope, after all else had failed. This body-mind 
organism was not able to bear the pain. It wanted to manipulate and change the physical 
and mental situation for the better. But then, even the last hope for relief collapsed in 
Madras. And only then was the pain accepted and, interestingly, it disappeared soon after. 

So, at first, your advice didn't seem to be a good advice. But the end-result of your 
advice turned out to be just great. 

Ramesh: Anyway, if somebody comes to me because he has a headache, I will 
advise him to take an aspirin. But if somebody tells me, "I don't take aspirin 
because I am allergic to it," that is just fine with me. 

Nancy: Would refusing to give advice be tantamount to a negative action? That would 
mean personal volition, personal involvement, wouldn't it? 

Ramesh. Yes, there would then be somebody, some entity, who refuses to 
give advice, for whatever reason. That would be involvement. Not to give 
advice would mean personal involvement. 

Similarly, Maharaj didn't expect to be given a donation. But if a donation 
was given, he didn't refuse it. Many people have the idea that a jnani never 
accepts any money. Somebody who lives in the Himalayas and lives on fruits 
and herbs may not need money at all. But the guru who lives in civilization 
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needs money. When asked, Maharaj explained his stand in very simple terms. 
In his case, there is no individual to expect a donation, and by the same token, 
there is no individual to refuse money given to him. If a guru says, "I don't 
take money," we need to understand that, in such a case, an individual must 
still exist who believes that, as a sage, he can't take any money. 

Nancy: So, you never "touch" the What-is. In your case, it is accepting the What-is, 
seeing it, but not " touching " it, right? 

Ramesh: That's what I mean with non-judgement. The other day, Madhukar 
thought I was judging other gurus. If I react to something I hear or see, my 
reaction is without personal involvement, and without the sense of personal 
doership. You have to remember that. In the case of a sage, the working mind 
operates without the judgement of good and bad. The thinking mind judges 
others, which is bad. 



27.1 Seeking Truth and Learning Golf: 

Practice is a Must 

Claire: Is it necessary for a seeker to practice meditation? 

Ramesh: When you start playing golf for the first time, is it necessary to practice? 
That's what you are asking me. Let me ask you: do you go straight onto the 
golf course, on your own, and start hitting the balls, or do you go to.a 
professional instructor first, who shows you how to hold the club and how to 
hit the ball, how to keep your body poised? So, if a minimum of lessons are 
necessary for a novice in golf, why should a minimum of meditation practice 
not be necessary for the beginning spiritual seeker? 

Claire: Can reading a spiritual book — one of yours for instance — be as good as practicing 
a meditation technique? Is intellectual absorption and understanding through reading 
helpful to the seeker? 

Ramesh: What difference could it make whether you read a spiritual book or 
you sit in meditation? 

Claire: I thought intellectual understanding through reading was less valuable than 
actual meditation practice. 

Ramesh: Both 
are practices 
equally meant 
for the begin¬ 
ner. It is al¬ 
right for the 
beginner to 
take golf les¬ 
sons, but if 
one actually 
starts playing, 
and one con¬ 
stantly thinks 
of the proce¬ 
dures of the 
training, one 







will not be able to play and enjoy the game. A good, seasoned player doesn't 
think of the basics of the lessons anymore. 

Claire: Would you still term a seeker who understands intellectually everything he or 
she reads, a beginner? 

Ramesh: Well, a beginner can remain a beginner for twenty years, you see. But 
somebody else may cease to be a beginner after six months. Whether it takes a 
beginner six months, six years, or twenty years to transcend the training state 
depends on the destiny of that body-mind organism. And the destiny depends 
on God's Will. 

"Stilling the mind and freeing it from thinking,"' is the core of Ramana 
Maharshi's teaching, in his own words. And he says further, "Meditation is 
practiced by the beginner at regular times but, in the long-run, meditation 
must happen and continue uninterruptedly at all times — even when one is 
working." Now, how can meditation happen incessantly during work? Or how 
is it possible to think of the "I-I," or the Self or God, at all times during work? 
I am asking you this question. I am surprised that nobody asked Ramana this 
question. You see, the seekers around him didn't ask him the relevant questions. 
Ramana answered almost all questions, including the most stupid ones. But he 
did not repeat his answer if he was asked the same question persistently and 
repeatedly after having given his answer two or three times already. 

Anyway, astonishingly, he was never asked, "How can I maintain the 
constant meditation on the "I-I," or the Self, during work and throughout the 
day?" My answer to that question is, you are in the "I-I" when you are not in 
the "me." In the absence of the "me," you are always in the "I-I." In deep sleep 
the "me" is absent. That's why the "I-I," or the Self or Consciousness, is present 
When is the "me" not present in daily life, in the course of the day? My 
answer is: when the working mind is in operation and the thinking mind is not 
there. This is my concept for helping to understand Ramana's core teaching: 
"You should be in the 'I-I' or the Self even when you are working." That's why 
these concepts about the working mind and the thinking mind struck me. 

Claire: Did Maharaj know those concepts? 

Ramesh: I have no idea. Those concepts don't occur in Marathi, and that's why 
they didn't strike him. 

Madhukar: In my own case, for many years 1 practiced meditation with the objective of 
reducing the thought flow and quieting the activity of the mind. I was told I would be 
enlightened when no thought arose anymore, and that absolute and permanent purity 
and stillness of the mind would then be obtained. At that time, meditation was practiced 
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by the mind , the seeking "me"-entity, with the intention of becoming enlightened. During 
my years of meditation, the arising of a thought, and the getting involved with it in 
further thinking, were both undesirable and therefore judged as such. 

Meditation practice stopped for me about four years ago without having reached the 
thought-free state. Today l still see thoughts appearing and disappearing just as they 
always did. Nothing has changed much regarding the thought-flow. But what has changed 
is that nobody cares anymore if thoughts appear, or how many of them appear, or what 
the content of them is. It has been understood that the arising of thoughts, and the 
getting involved in them, can’t be manipulated or changed through the personal will of 
the seeker, i.e. by meditation practice. Accepting that the arrival of the thoughtless state — 
if it exists at all — is not in my hands, makes my life as a seeker more peaceful. Therefore, 
I could call this acceptance itself a kind of constantly ongoing, non-volitional, non- 
intentional, automatic meditation. In such acceptance, the "me" is also not present. 

Ramesh: That's right. You see, what is judging? Judging means accepting one 
thing, and rejecting another. If you reject nothing, there is no judgement. If 
some people in Lucknow or Madras are saying things which are not correct, 
they are still understood to be part of What-is. And as such, they are made to 
play a destined role in the total scheme of Totality. Whether or not they realize 
this fact is another matter. That's why I keep saying that there are different 
kinds of gurus: the ones who are enlightened, the ones who think they are 
enlightened, and the gurus who know that they are not enlightened, but pretend 
they are. All of them are part of the functioning of Totality. 

Daniela: How could it be that one thinks one is enlightened, and one is not? I don’t 
think that is possible. 

Ramesh: Why not? Anybody can think he or she is enlightened, even though 
in reality they are not. How can you prevent an individual from thinking and 
saying he or she is enlightened, even if they are not? I think you can find plenty 
of people who think and believe they are enlightened, even though in reality 
they are not. And there are plenty of people who know that they are not 
enlightened but pretend to be so, acting as if they are actually enlightened. 

Daniela. But doesn t one know with absolute surety that one is enlightened when one is 
enlightened? 

Ramesh. Yes, one knows it absolutely. But there are persons who think they 
are enlightened, even though they are not. And those people are also 100% 
convinced that they are enlightened. And, as I say, there are others who claim 
enlightenment but know that they are not enlightened. But as I pointed out, all 
three types are part of What-is, and all of them are playing the role which God 
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has assigned to them. There are also people who think they are enlightened 
and who think they can make you enlightened. And in order to bring you into 
that state, they give you a list of do's and dont's. They will say, "If you do 
what I say, you will become enlightened like me." ( laughter ) 

27.2 Darshan with Various Gurus — Let Us See what is to Come; 
Will there be an "After Ramesh S. Balsekar"? 

Madhukar: The other day, Sri Mullarpattan told me the story of Sri Poonjaji's visit to 
Nisargadatta Maharaj in the late 1970's. 

Ramesh: Oh, Mullarpattan is aware of that visit?! 

Madhukar: Yes, he was present and witnessed the whole thing. 

Ramesh: t am hearing of this for the first time. That is interesting, very 
interesting! What happened? 

Madhukar: He heard about Poonjaji from somebody before he came to visit. 

Ramesh: Who heard about whom? 

Madhukar: Poonjaji came to ... 

Ramesh: I see, Maharaj... All right. 

Madhukar: But Poonjaji didn't come alone. He came zvi*h his people. 

Ramesh: With his disciples. I see. 

Madhukar: According to Mullarpattan, Poonjaji sat down in Maharaj's loft without 
saying anything. But Maharaj then asked Poonjaji, "Why are you coming to visit me? If 
you already know what / am saying here, there is no need for you to attend this satsang 
(meeting in Truth)." 

Being the translator, Mullarpattan was facing the gathering, just like Nisargadatta 
Maharaj, and therefore saw Poonjaji speaking to his disciples in sign-language, as if to 
say, "You see, Nisargadatta Maharaj knows who I am and what state I have reached. 
Maharaj knows I am enlightened." But that was not the end of it. After the satsang, the 
gathering — minus Nisargadatta, but including Mullarpattan — went to have chai 
(Indian-style tea) at a street shop outside Maharaj's house. Here Poonjaji told his disciples, 
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"Now you have witnessed that I am recognized by Nisargadatta Maharaj as a realized 
soul." Mullarpattan is of the opinion that Poonjaji came for satsang to receive a... 

Ramesh: Certificate. ( laughter ) 

Madhukar: Yeah, a stamp, a certificate from Maharaj. This story is interesting for me 
because lean see that Andrew Cohen — the ex-star disciple of Poonjaji, and now a young, 
renowned teacher all over the world — is doing exactly what his guru Poonjaji was doing 
until the late 80's: he is visiting, usually with some of his own disciples, every possible 
guru around the world. According to Andrew, he is discussing and trying to find a 
general, objective, and comprehensive definition of what Truth or enlightenment is. He 
believes that such an objective definition can be found, and that everybody who is 
enlightened could agree with it. 

Ramesh: Poonjaji must have told Maharaj who he was, and what his 
background was — that he was a disciple of Ramana Maharshi, that he had 
stayed with Ramana Maharshi, and that he had completely understood Ramana's 
teaching. Otherwise, how would Maharaj have known who he was? Only than 
could he have told Poonjaji, "You already know." That is what Poonjaji must 
have told Maharaj. Otherwise, how could Maharaj know who somebody is 
that comes with a group of people to visit him? 

Madhukar: Somehow Maharaj must have known beforehand who Poonjaji was. 

Ramesh: You should have asked Mullarpattan how Maharaj came to know that 
Poonjaji was so-and-so. 

Madhukar: When I meet him next time, I will ask Mullarpattan about more details of 
Poonjaji's visit to Maharaj. 

Ramesh: Ask Mullarpattan, "When Poonjaji first arrived, what happened? Who 
said what? Did Maharaj suddenly say, 'You are enlightened?'" Poonjaji must have 
introduced himself to Maharaj. Or his disciples must have introduced him. 

Madhukar: As you mention it, I seem to remember that somebody from Bombay must 
have brought Poonjaji to Maharaj's place. 

Ramesh. Ah-ha! ...introduced him as so-and-so, who had seen Ramana 
Maharshi. That kind of a thing. 

Madhukar. I think Mullarpattan knew the Bombay person who brought Poonjaji to Maharaj. 
/ believe that person informed Mullarpattan beforehand that Poonjaji was to visit Maharaj. 


198 



Ramesh: That's what I am saying. There must have been an introduction. And, 
knowing Poonjaji's background, Maharaj must have said, "Why are you here?" 
In fact, Maharaj must have told Poonjaji, "If you think you are enlightened, 
why are you here?" 

Madhukar: During my time in Lucknow as a disciple of Poonjaji, I was present in 
satsang when Poonjaji talked about his visit to Nisargadatta Maharaj. I asked Poonjaji, 
" Papaji, why did you go to visit Maharaj in Bombay?" 

Ramesh: What was his answer? 

Madhukar: He said, "I just went to have Maharaj's darshan (blessings)." That's all he said. 

Ramesh: Let me repeat the main point of the teaching here, Madhukar. In true 
non-judgement, nothing is rejected. Rejection only happens out of judgement. 
How could there be a judgement if whatever happens is accepted as part of 
God's will? The psychopath, a Hitler, is as much accepted as a Mother Teresa. 

Nancy: I remember I asked you some questions at your seminar in Pennsylvania, and 
you answered me. And because I was judging your answer, 1 thought, "He misunderstood 
me. He must have misunderstood the question." 

Ramesh: That is possible. 

Nancy: I don't think so. I think that was me not liking what I was hearing. 

Ramesh: (After a long pause) That's interesting that Mullarpattan was present 
when Poonjaji visited Maharaj. I only heard that Poonjaji had come to see 
Maharaj. I am hearing this story for the first time... and that Poonjaji came with 
a group of his disciples... 

Madhukar: Yes, that's what Mullarpattan says. 

After attending your 1995 seminar in Kovalam Beach, I flew to Bangalore and 
stayed with Sri Ramaswami. He met Ramana Maharshi in 1935, and became an ardent 
student of his. He was also best friends with Maurice Frydman for many years, until his 
death. Recently Ramaswami created the Ramana Satsang Trust, to which he donated his 
own house. Every Sunday Ramana devotees hold satsang there. He told me he came to 
visit you during your stay with your daughter in Bangalore, in summer of 1994. 

Ramesh: 1 remember him. 

Madhukar: While / was staying with Ramaswamiji, U.C. Krishnamurti came to visit 
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Ramaswami and his wife. The couple has been friends with U.G. for twenty-five years. 
During U.G.'s visit, a discussion erupted around the question of how the Ramanashramam 
came into existence. Ramaswami held the view that Ramana never wanted anything, 
and that the ashram just cropped up around him. Ramaswami said that no ego or personal 
"me''-entity existed in Ramana's case, and that Ramana had no intention to become 
famous or become a guru with an ashram. 

Ramesh. That's right. 

Madhukar: Contrary to■ this view, U.G. said, "Ramana knew exactly what he was 
doing, and there is no doubt that in Ramana's case there was an entity with personal 
volition. He intended to create his ashram. Ramana's strategy was to first build a temple 
for his mother-bitch (quote U.G.) after her death, knowing very well that the construction 
of an ashram would automatically follow the building of a mother-temple — especially 
so, because Ramana did not fail to declare her enlightened at the moment of her death."’ 
U.G. continued, "His mother was in good company with the cow, Lakhsmi, who also 
was declared enlightened by Ramana." 

Ramesh: So, U.G. thought it was Ramana Maharshi who established the ashram. 

Madhukar: Definitely. U.G. believes that Ramana knew the spiritual and religious 
psyche of the average Hindu. Knowing the Indian mentality, Ramana therefore established 
a temple for an enlightened soul, which happened to be his own mother. The establishment 
of such a temple would automatically guarantee the subsequent establishment of an ashram, 
especially so if Ramana himself were to live near the mother's temple. This is because 
Ramana was already regarded by many as being enlightened, long before his mother's 
death. The proof of somebody's enlightenment is, for the average Indian — according to 
U.G. — the fact that somebody has the authority, or rather the guts, to declare other 
people enlightened. 

Ramesh: This example demonstrates the incredible amount of misconceptions 
and misunderstandings which somebody like U.G. can have about Ramana 
Maharshi. 

I remember Ramaswami visiting me with a group of people, who regularly 
meet in his Ramana Satsang Trust for discussions of Ramana's teachings every 
Sunday. Who is discussing Ramana's teaching? Who is discussing what teaching? 
These discussions must obviously be on the intellectual level, isn't that so? But 
these people love such intellectual discussions anyhow, and therefore keep on 
having them. I told Ramaswami that what they were having in his Ramana 
Satsang Trust was a Ramana Maharshi Club. "What else is it that you are doing?" 
I asked Ramaswarruji. Many of J. Krishnamurti's disciples also meet often to 
discuss his teaching in Krishnamurti Clubs. What is the difference between 
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such clubs and a bridge or tennis club? Well, in a tennis club, they talk only 
about tennis. 

Madhukar: Then my landlord is a member of the Anandamayee Ma Club. 

Ramesh: Now there is a new lady-saint in Kerala, in South India: an Amritananda 
Mayee. 

Claire: Did Mr. Ramaswami stay with Ramana during his life time? 



Guru-Shopping 


Madhukar: Yes, in 2935. I was told that Maurice Frydman actually took him to 
Ramana. But Ramaswami never made it to Maharaj. 

Ramesh: Why should he? That is what I don't understand. If I had had the 
good fortune, or if it would have been the destiny of this body-mind organism 
to sit at Ramana Maharshi's feet, I cannot imagine having wanted any other 
guru's darshan. 
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Madhukar: Afterwards, you mean? After Ramana had left his body? 

Ramesh: Of course, afterwards. I couldn't imagine wanting anybody's darshan 
after having been with Ramana earlier. So, after having been with Maharaj, 
and having received whatever understanding was possible for me in his 
presence, I had no intention of having anybody else's darshan after his death. 

Madhukar: Well, I can only speak from my own experience. As long as “it" is doing 
you, and you are not yet finished with the seeking, then you will find yourself with the 
next guru. That's how it has been so far in my life as a seeker. 

Ramesh: Yes, then you keep on having darshans. 

Madhukar: Now I have ended up with you. Being with you now, it is not possible for 
me to imagine that l could ever be with somebody else afterwards. But I really don't 
know. 

Ramesh: You don't know. Quite right. 

Madhukar: But I felt exactly the same with my former gurus, too. That is really an 
interesting thing. With each of my former gurus, I was 100% convinced that l had 
found the best and highest possible. 1 had found exactly what my heart was looking for. 

Claire; Just like falling in love. 

Madhukar: I was 100% convinced that this was it — this was the very guru and the 
very teaching. It wasn't enlightenment yet, that 1 definitely knew. But I believed, or 
maybe I was hypnotized into the certainty, that enlightenment would definitely happen 
at some point. I was told if I wanted enlightenment with all my might, there was no way 
not to reach it. And wanting enlightenment I really, really did. Actually, I still do. 
There was no doubt that enlightenment would not happen at some point. I actually 
demanded "Enlightenment must happen." 

Meeting you, it is the other way around. The thought has entered my mind for the 
first time in my life that there is actually a possibility that this body-mind organism 
Madhukar may not get enlightened in this life time. This, actually, is a more realistic 
thing to (not) happen. And this new thought is actually OK with me. Meeting you 
didn t produce an explosion of ecstasy at all. The meeting with you had rather, so to 
speak, a negative impact. It was something like an implosion. 

Ramesh: That is the ultimate acceptance. What is the ultimate acceptance? If 
you were to talk with God, what would you tell God? You would say, "All 
right God, if it is not Your Will to bring about enlightenment in this body-mind 
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organism, don't! It is Your Will which prevails and not mine. I understand that 
if enlightenment is not destined to happen in this body-mind organism, it won't 
happen. I understand this." The final acceptance of this understanding is the 
penultimate stage, just before enlightenment could happen. Because enlighten¬ 
ment means — as far as I am concerned — the total annihilation of the seeker. 
So long as there is a seeker wanting to be certified as enlightened, the seeker 
continues to exist. 

Madhukar: In my case, / didn't feel at all the desire to be certified as enlightened by any 
of my gurus. I felt mainly, and always, this urge from within, an unrest or a being 
driven to seek and search — not even knowing what it was that I was searching for. 
Enlightenment I only knew from the descriptions of the gurus. It was more like a feeling of 
being possessed by this search for enlightenment. The search was almost a physical feeling. 

Ramesh: But if you are still possessed by the seeking, the seeker is still there, 
or is he not? 

Madhukar: Yes, the seeker is still there, definitely. But now there is this new insight 
that enlightenment may not happen to this body-mind organism—and that possibility 
is totally OK; with that understanding... 

Ramesh: But there is even something more important, Madhukar. And that is 
that there is no such thing as enlightenment. Enlightenment is not ah object. 
Why do you need enlightenment? 

Madhukar: I understand what you are saying. What you teach is dawning on me. 
What you are saying I know intuitively 100%. It is so, the way you say it. I know and 
understand it beyond the intellect. 

Ramesh: Why do you need enlightenment? 

Madhukar: I don't need enlightenment. I want permanent happiness. You see, I have 
been conditioned so strongly by my former gurus into believing that enlightenment 
exists, and that I can attain it. I believed it. I wanted it with all my might. This was a 
very strong conditioning. 

Ramesh: They told you that you can achieve it, and that you can be enlightened. 

Madhukar: Listening to what you teach, I can observe how my zuhole spiritual 
conditioning is dissolving into thin air. All of it was just an idea. 

Ramesh: Therefore, the seeking stops only if the seeker is annihilated. Without 
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a seeker, there cannot be seeking either. For seeking to occur, there first has to 
exist a seeker, an individual. But in effect, seeking means that such an individual 
seeker is made to seek by the power called God or Consciousness or Totality. 
And it is the same power who sends that individual seeker to a guru, and then, 
in some cases, to a further one. If a seeker finds himself visiting several gurus, 
he should understand that he is supposed to do so, because he is actually destined 
by God or Consciousness to do exactly what he is doing. A particular body- 
mind organism is therefore destined to be sent at a particular time to a particular 
ashram or guru, because what is needed for this particular seeker at this particular 
time is being taught or practiced there. 

During one of my seminars in Joshua Tree, in the States, some years ago, a 
woman devotee of mine asked what I would think of her living in Andrew 
Cohen's sangha (community)? She had visited it and liked it so much that she 
was thinking of moving there. I told her, "Go and live with Cohen, by all 
means. You don't need my permission. You can go and live anywhere you like. 
There is no need to have a feeling of disloyalty to me, and if you feel later on 
like moving on and leaving his commune, there is no need to feel disloyal to 
Andrew Cohen either." 

If the seeker thinks it is he or she who is the doer, then he or she will have 
a feeling of guilt. But if you truly understand, even intellectually, that "you" 
cannot do anything because whatever happens is part of the functioning of 
Totality or the Will of God, how then could there be a sense of guilt or disloyalty? 
To understand this is the final, total acceptance. My teaching is based on only 
four words: "Thy Will be done." The final, basic teaching comprises these four 
words. Whether "Thy" is a personalized God for you, or you feel "Thy" is the 
impersonal Consciousness, makes absolutely no difference. Either way, this 
final acceptance leaves no room for a "me" with a personal, free will or a sense 
of personal doership. To apperceive this fact intuitively, with absolute and 
total conviction, is the basis of enlightenment. 

The final understanding is that there is no "one" in this world to do or to 
achieve anything. When this is understood, then that supposed "me" becomes 
part of the manifestation, part of the functioning of Totality, in which no personal 
seeker or seeking actually exists. So understood, one will witness — from the first 
moment of waking up in the morning — everything that happens, simply as some 
happening. There is never any feeling that "I" am doing this, or that "I" am awake, 
"I" brush "my" teeth, "I" eat breakfast. Rather, it is: teeth are being brushed, a 
face is being washed, or exercise is being done. There is verse in the Bhagavad Gita 
which describes exactly those impersonal activities which happen through a body- 
mind organism in which the understanding has happened. All actions happen 
impersonally, without the sense of a "me" doing anything. 

Madhukar: The understanding has to prevail at all times. If not, the understanding 
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cannot be complete. 

Ramesh: Quite correct. Such is the ultimate understanding. 

Madhukar: In my view, if the guru doesn't like or even allow his disciple to visit 
another guru, there is something fishy about such a guru. I doubt very much if such a 
guru is genuine. 

Ramesh: Of course! Nisargadatta used to read his daily newspaper. Whenever 
a talk of J. Krishnamurti was announced to be held in Bombay, he would tell us 
to go and listen to him, and he would ask us to tell him afterwards what 
Krishnamurti had to say. He didn't prevent anybody from visiting 
Krishnamurti. 

But in most ashrams, and with most gurus, the seeker is supposed to read 
only what is prescribed by them. And the seeker is told what to do and what 
not to do, according to the prevailing list of do's and don'ts. And he or she is 
asked not to go anywhere else. The standard reason given for this measure is 
that if the disciple goes to other ashrams and gurus, he will get confused. 

So, in almost every ashram, depending on its size, you will find twenty or 
thirty disciples who have been living there for twenty or thirty years, or even 
more. Those people are usually quite content with the ashram routine. Quite 
happily they accept and do whatever they are told to do. Many of these people 
actually do so until they die. But remember, it is the destiny of those body- 
mind organisms to spend such a long time with a guru, or in an ashram. 

Madhukar: I was living in the Bhagwan Shree Rajneesh (Osho) commune in Oregon, 
USA, for four years. We had a big book shop, but it sold not a single book besides the ones 
of Bhagwan. And the book shop carried not a single newspaper or magazine besides our 
own, called The Rajneesh Times. We didn't have TV's either. Once in a while we were 
shown video-taped news-clippings regarding Bfmgwan, the commune, or the organization. 
Other than that, we had no news. 

Ramesh: So, you didn't know what was happening in the world. 

Madhukar: That's right. My life in Rajneeshpuram in Oregon was the most intense 
and total experience for me, as far as living with a guru in his ashram is concerned. 

Ramesh: The ashram was totally enclosed, almost like an island. That's what 
you are saying, isn't it? 

Madhukar: Yes, it was totally isolated and enclosed. It was both a spiritual utopia 
experiment and it was something like a spiritual kindergarten or playground for seekers. 
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/ used to call my time with Bhagwtin in Oregon my second childhood. Just as in childhood 
everything is provided, determined, and decided upon by the parents, so it was in Oregon 
by Bhagwan and his coordinators who ivere actually called "mom" and dad. The 
ashram slogan was , "First Bhagwan, then the commune, then you. 

27.3 From No Free Will to Total Free Will: 

A U-turn in the Teachings of Rajneesh 

Nancy: May I ask a question which relates to Poonjaji's visit to Maharaj? 

Ramesh: Please, go ahead. 

Nancy: Would Maharaj have known —other than by questioning Poonjaji — about 
Poonjaji's state, i.e. his enlightenment or non-enlightenment? Would he know intuitively 
if enlightenment had taken place in somebody? 

Ramesh: I do not know. 

Nancy: I was wondering if there is a secret code available to the sage? But I am beginning 
to believe that there isn’t, (laughter) 

Ramesh: There is no secret code. Although there may be an intuitive feeling on 
Maharaj's part, or on the part of a sage, about somebody else's enlightenment. 

Nancy: But such an intuition would need to be confirmed, wouldn't it? 

Ramesh: No. The intuitive feeling would exist. By whom would it need to be 
confirmed? 

Nancy: I mean that the person who is intuitively considered enlightened would still 
need to be asked by the sage if he or she actually is enlightened. That's what I mean to say. 

Ramesh: Who would bother anyway? 

Claire: Did you have the intuitive feeling that Maharaj was enlightened? 

Ramesh: Yes, immediately. 

During the search, events can be quite peculiar for each seeker. A seeker 
may come across a guru and believe after a while that this is where his seeking 
ends. But it may not end. An example of this possibility is Madhukar's search. He 
went to Rajneesh and was told, "Your seeking has come to an end." But it didn't. 
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Before Maharaj, I had another guru for twenty years. The advantage of 
having had the association with that guru for such a long time was that I came 
to know exactly what I wanted or needed, once I met another guru. And 
because I knew what I wanted, my seeking for a guru ceased at the very moment 
I met Maharaj. I knew, "This is it. He is it." But the seeking for enlightenment 
didn't cease until some time later. During my twenty years of association with 
my first guru, I knew that what I wanted was not available with him. But still, 
the nature of the programming of this body-mind organism is not to cut off a 
relationship with a guru. That's why it continued for some twenty-odd years. 

Madhukar: In Prior To Consciousness, edited by Jean Dunn, Maharaj speaks about 
Rajneesh. But it is very difficult to make out what Maharaj means by what he is saying. 
He describes Rajneesh as a great sage and a famous man. He asks a questioner, who is a 
Rajneesh disciple, "Why do you come to me? You are a devotee of a famous man. Why 
don't you stay with him? What do you want from me?" 

Ramesh: And what Maharaj is saying about Rajneesh is what Jean Dunn has 
understood from a transcript of his audio-taped talks, which were already 
translated from Maharaj's Marathi into English. Jean Dunn depended on 
translations which were done by four or five people, make no mistake, 
Madhukar. And that translation was done by individuals according to the level 
of their own spiritual understanding, and according to how they understood 
and interpreted Maharaj's words. That is the trouble with books by Jean Dunn 
and that other fellow, Robert Powell. And that is why those books can contain 
a considerable amount of confusion. 

About the books I have written, one can say that they are based on what I 
have understood of Maharaj's teaching. They definitely are not based on the 
understanding of four or five other people. 

I was told that Rajneesh's books are also based on the interpretations of 
the editors of his discourses. He didn't write a single book. He just gave a 
collection of audio-taped talks to a disciple and told him or her to edit them 
and compile a book. His five or six hundred books are not written by him. I 
have read a couple of his books myself, and I found that the difference in 
quality between them is enormous. Some of his books I consider as absolute 
trash. No use in reading them. I threw them into the wastepaper basket. Others 
I found to be excellent. I could not understand the tremendous difference in 
standard between them until it was explained to me how the books were written. 

Madhukar: / was present in person at most of his talks from 1980 onwards. I noticed 
that, until his departure for the United States in 1981, the standard of his talks was 
fantastic, comparable to the ones of yours or Maharaj’s. Until that time, he talked mostly 
about the necessary basics for the seeker, and less about politics and world affairs. 
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From the time he reached the USA until his death, his talks never reached the heights 
of his earlier days again. I do not know why he lost his best abilities, or why his talks 
became so shallow. Especially in the USA, and on his world tour, he talked a lot about 
politics and worldly subjects. 

Ramesh: So, his earlier books and teachings were of a much higher standard? 

Madhukar: Definitely. The basics of Rajneesh's teaching is the free will of the 
individual. We are the masters and creators of our lives and of what happens to us, and 
therefore we are personally responsible for our deeds. And it follows that human beings 
are the masters of life and death. 

On the other hand, I found an early book ofShree Rajneesh's titled The Forgotten 
Language, from 1978, in which he holds that there is no free will. In this book he speaks 
at length on the consequences and implications of such a view, which is radically different 
from his usual one. I did not come across any further mention of this view in any later 
elaborations of his. 

Ramesh: So, he changed totally, from no free will to total free will, didn't he? 

Madhukar: Isn't this interesting? How can such a change happen? It is quite confusing 
for the disciple to hear both views from his guru. Can both be true? 

Ramesh: Why should such a change not happen, tell me?! Why should any¬ 
thing happen or not happen? Anything can happen in this world. 



Can Truth change, improve, increase or decrease? 
















27.4 Slaves of the Functioning of Totality: 

Both the Sage and the Ordinary Person 

Daniela: Is enlightenment a process? 

Ramesh: There is a process of enlightenment. The process ends suddenly. 
Daniela: And then the process is finished forever? 

Ramesh: What is finished, then? The seeker is finished. The seeking is finished, 
everything is finished. 

In the beginning, the seeker seeks enlightenment as an object to be enjoyed: 
bliss. To me, bliss is a misleading word, because it gives you a notion of 
something which is even better than any happiness one has ever enjoyed. When 
enlightenment finally happens — when one understands that no individual 
exists — who then is to enjoy what? There is just no individual who can enjoy 
or experience anything. 

As long as somebody describes in vivid terms, and with great pride, his or 
her special experiences, there is still an experiencer, a personal "me" revelling 
in those experiences. And that means enlightenment has not happened yet. 
The event of enlightenment may be accompanied by a special experience, but 
there will be nobody there to experience it. Whatever happens will simply be 
witnessed, and it will not be "my" experience at all. 

Claire: Maybe "peace" is the better word to be used, instead of bliss. 

Ramesh: Yes, I would prefer that word over the other. But mind you, it is still 
a word, which will implicate a certain notion. The seeker who has been seeking 
enlightenment all his life doesn't like to hear what I am saying about 
enlightenment. He finds enlightenment boring, according to my description. It 
is boring! If one thinks in terms of excitement, it is boring. "Why should I seek 
enlightenment then?" he might ask. The answer is, "Don't!" 

Madhukar: But the seeker can't stop seeking. 

Ramesh: That's right. Unless the seeking is supposed to stop. And then the 
seeker will say, "This is ridiculous. There is nothing like enlightenment. I would 
rather seek some money." If that is the destiny of that organism, that will 
happen. 

Madhukar: Isn’t it true that enlightened persons also can't stop doing what they are 



doing, or change what they are doing, after enlightenment has happened, because their 
actions are also according to God's Will? 

Ramesh: No, Madhukar, no. It is not that they cannot stop what is happening 
and what they are doing. That's the wrong way to look at it. They are not 
interested at all in stopping what is happening. Understand it correctly. There 
is no "they" who are interested in the stopping or not stopping of what is 
happening. That is the point. 


Madhukar: I meant to say what you are saying, but in other words. The sages are 
accepting What-is and whatever will come, fully knowing that whatever happens is 


God's Will. 


Ramesh: Wherever words are 
used, I try to be as careful and 
accurate as possible. You said the 
enlightened person may have an 
interest in stopping or changing 
what is happening. He is not 
interested in stopping anything. 

Madhukar: When I met U.G. 
Krishnamurti in Bangalore in 1994, 
after your seminar, he was telling me 
that he travels regularly around the 
world four times per year. 1 thought 
how many traffic jams, delays, and 
hardships he must encounter! And 
all this strain and work at the age of 
seventy-eight. I think he is as old as 
you. After he had finished his report 
about his long and arduous travels, I 
told him, We both seem to have one 
thing in common, and that is our 





The sage: There is no "one " interested 
in stopping or not stopping anything 


craziness m travelling so much. I have been travelling up and down the country from 
Gangotriand Gomuk (the source of the holy river Ganga, in the Himalayas) to Kamakumari 
(the southern-most tip of India) in order to meet gurus and ask them my questions, 
toping that their answers would make me enlightened. I am possessed by this search. You 
must also be possessed - maybe by something else, but possessed nonetheless - if you, at 
your age, travel around the world four times a year. Why are you doing this? Why don't 

TnmlZT y ° Ur i 0Zy , chalet in Switzerland, staying relaxed and letting the people 
e and visit you there? I see no difference between you and me ." 
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Ramesh: What was his answer? 


Madhukar: Pointing at the devotees sitting on the floor around him, he said, "These 
people are waiting for me, they want me to come to India. So I come for these visits ." This 
example is, in my opinion, proof enough of the fact that nobody can stop or not stop what 
he or she is doing — no matter in which state he or she is in, enlightened or not. 

Ramesh: Nothing is in U.G's hands. He is not interested in stopping or not stopping 
anything. If the physical energy becomes less or disappears, his travelling will 
stop. Otherwise he will keep travelling. Hither way, he is not interested. 


27.5 The Teaching is Useless unless It has some Relevance to 
your Life: The Credit Card Path to Enlightenment 

Chuck: It seems this whole process — which may or may not result in ultimate under¬ 
standing — could simply be enjoyed or observed with a sense of amusement. Is that right? 

Ramesh: Yes. That's why I say some people come to me for entertainment. 

Chuck: That's not quite what I'm getting at. 

Ramesh: I know. ( laughter ) You understand that the whole manifestation and 
its functioning are a kind of joke, isn't it? What you mean is that you came to a 
conclusion that it doesn't matter what happens in life. Life isn't as serious as it 
seems. That's what you mean, don't you? 

Chuck: It seems that your teaching is too easy. It's too simple a way. In other words — 
I don’t know tnuch about sages — but it seems that many or most sages went through a 
difficult or frustrating period immediately prior to their enlightenment. 

Ramesh: That's what I've been saying. Before the seekers come to me they 
often have to go through various trying ways. But some of them were more 
lucky. Because they may perhaps have gone through their efforts in a previous 
life, they are able to come to me without having been to other gurus first. Are 
you asking if effort is necessary or not? My answer is effort is necessary if it is 
the destiny of a body-mind organism. 

Chuck: Maybe it's suffering and frustration, not effort, that one needs to go through 
before enlightenment happens. 

Ramesh. Are they different from effort? They are the same thing. When you 
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make an effort and it is not successful, it s frustrating, isn t it? 

What was your history of seeking? How did it start? When did it start? 
What did you go through? Did you go through any frustration? Did you make 
any efforts? Did you do any sadhana, any practice? 

Chuck: Not too much. 

Ramesh: What exactly did you do? 

Chuck: It began with reading Lao Tzu. 

Ramesh: When did the reading begin? 

Chuck: Maybe in my mid-twenties. 

Ramesh: Which is how many years ago? 

Chuck: Seven years ago. 

Ramesh: What made you read Lao Tzu? How did you come across his books? 
Chuck: By chance. 

Ramesh: You say by chance. That's my point. Not many people come to read 
Lao Tzu without having experienced a lot of effort and frustration. You hap¬ 
pened to chance on a book of his and you begun reading him. Some people do 
not arrive at Lao Tzu; rather, they go through a lot of frustration. So, what did 
Lao Tzu do to you? What did you understand from reading him? What was 
your reaction to Lao Tzu's teaching? 

Chuck: I can't say it was a profound reaction. But I had the intuitive sense that there 
was something in his writings that I needed to understand. 

Ramesh: You could intuitively understand that he is saying the truth? Is that 
what you mean? 

Chuck: Yes. There was something to it. It affected me quite strongly. 

Ramesh: What were you doing then? Were you a student? 

Chuck: Yes, I was a neurotic student; a very busy and hard-working student. 
Ramesh: Working for what? What was your subject? 
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Chuck: I was a history major at that time. 

Ramesh: Instead of reading history you started to read Lao Tzu. 

Chuck: I was reading both at the same time. Gradually, his writings had an effect on me 
because I filled my mind constantly up with his thoughts, until the reading fell natu¬ 
rally away when it wasn't important anymore. 

Ramesh: Did it take away your interest from your major subject? 

Chuck: Yes, it did. But during the last seven years I worked only one year because of 
government money, money from accidents and such. Because I didn't need to worry 
about money and 1 had a lot of time, the seeking could arise. 

Ramesh: You worked hard, then you read Lao Tzu, then you were lazy, etc. 
Where are you today? Are you confused? 

Chuck: Well, it's hard to say. Something brought me straight to you. I didn't need to 
practice much and all of a sudden I met Ramesh. All my reading has led to this point, it 
seems. There must beat least some understanding from reading all those books or I wouldn't 
be here listening to you every day. But I haven't done intense meditation practices. I 
haven't been to ashrams. 

There's a lot of day dreaming going on for me. I don't know where I am at this point. 
I have no idea. 

Ramesh: Don't you have the thought: "What am I going to do with my life?" 
Chuck: No, I don't have it. It's gone. 

Ramesh: So, you just use your Bank of America credit card and the credit 
cards of the other banks? 

Chuck: Yes. The possibility of credit card money will soon be gone, too. What will 
happen after that, I don’t know. 

Ramesh: When will the banks find out that you are overdrawing money from 
your accounts? 

Chuck: When will I find out what? 

Ramesh: When will the authorities find out that you have been spending money 



without returning it? 

Chuck: They're finding it out right now. Right as we speak they are finding it out. 
Ramesh: So, you will soon know what is going to happen anyway, will you not? 
Chuck: Maybe. 

Ramesh: The space that you have reached by seeking is quite interesting, be¬ 
cause you really don't know what's going to happen. But if you wanted to do 
something, if you had to do something, what would you do? I know you may 
not get what you are wishing for. But what would you like to do? You have to 
work, otherwise, you won't eat. You will have to make a choice of doing some¬ 
thing when you don't have anything to eat anymore. Whether that choice will 
work for you is not in your hands. But you'll still need to make a choice as if 
you have free will. At that desperate stage, what would your choice be? What 
would you like to do? 

Chuck: Right now it would be some . . . 

Ramesh: You were saying, "Right now the banks are finding out what I'm 
doing." I assume that your money is running out right now. 

Chuck: I'd be seeking some outdoor work like landscaping, farming or painting houses. 

Ramesh: Can you get that kind of work in the States? You won't get that kind 
of work in India. You are not going to make any money in India. 

Chuck: I'm not planning to work in India. 

Ramesh: Some routine is necessary in life. It will keep your working mind 
occupied. You can only be out of your thinking mind if your working mind is 
in operation. You can't sit quietly and still, because the energy inside the body- 
mind organism will produce some action. If that action is not produced by the 
working mind, the gap will be filled by the thinking mind. Therefore, I keep 
telling people to find something to do so that their working mind is in opera¬ 
tion, filling the gap. Besides filling the gap with the working mind, it can be 
filled with sitting in meditation. That's the only other way to fill the gap. Oth¬ 
erwise, the thinking mind will create all kinds of complications. That is why I 
su gg e st to young men to find a routine which will keep their working mind 
functioning. Where will you live when you return to the States? Do you have a 
return ticket? Where to? 
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Chuck: To San Francisco. 


Ramesh: Reaching San Francisco, where will you go? To some seedy place? 
You have to go somewhere. 

Thinking along the lines: "I have my ticket; I fly on a particular day. When 
I reach my destination I have to go somewhere," is not the thinking mind. To 
think along those lines is indeed the working mind. Planning to do something 
is done by the working mind. Therefore, I am asking you what you are plan¬ 
ning to do when you reach San Francisco? When your money is finished, you 
have to plan what you are going to do. You have to decide to go back to San 
Francisco. Do your parents live in San Francisco? 

Chuck: No. 

Ramesh: Why do you go to San Francisco? 

Chuck: Because I could get a cheap ticket in San Francisco and I have friends there. 
Ramesh: You have to plan something now, isn't it? 

Chuck: Now? 

Ramesh: At some point you have to plan what you are going to do, quite apart 
from planning where you are going to have your lunch today. That planning 
by the working mind has to be done. The working mind has to function, and 
you have to use it for planning. Whether the plan works out or not, is not in 
your hands. Because your money is running out, haven't you thought of plan¬ 
ning yet? In fact, your money is running out now. 

Chuck: My money should last a year or tivo. That's why I haven't given it too much 
thought yet what 1 will do then. 

Ramesh: I thought the bankers are finding out now what you are doing with 
them. 

Chuck: That's right. They're finding it out now. But I don't think they can do any¬ 
thing about it. 

Ramesh: They can stop payment, can't they? 

Chuck: 1 don’t think so because I converted all the overdrafts into international trawl- 
ler's checks. 

Claire: / asked the American Express in Bombay what would happen if I did what 



Chuck's doing. They said nothing, because there is no direct connection between the 
banks and the credit card institutions. 

Ramesh: Where does the money that is on the credit cards come from? You 
draw your money on your credit cards, don't you? 

Chuck: Yes. 

Ramesh: So, where does the amount get debited? From which funds is the 
money coming? 

Wayne Liquorman: The banks extend you a line of unsecured credit and if you don't 
pay it back they have no recourse, since you haven't pledged any assets against it. 

Ramesh: How far will the banks let you go? 

Wayne: Well, they set a limit when they issue the credit card to you. You can overdraw 
your account up to that limit. 
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Ramesh: Have you reached that limit yet. Chuck? 


Chuck: I withdrew all the money that I could and converted it into traveller's checks. 
This idea came to me.-1 wanted to come to India to see Ramesh. I had no way to do that. 
Then this idea came to me, and it was acted upon and that's why I am here. 

Ramesh: So, you have really traveller's checks which are valid. In other words, 
you are not living on your card but on your traveller's checks which are as 
good as cash, and it's going to last you for some time. 

Judy: Chuck has to pay the money back eventually. 

Ramesh: But the banks can't do anything about it if he doesn't, right? Or can 
they sue him? 

Wayne: No. Only his credit record becomes tarnished. 

Ramesh: It becomes so bad that Chuck can't get another credit anymore. 

Wayne: That’s correct. Now he can't buy a house or anything like that. 

Chuck: Unless I file for bankruptcy. Then my credit is blacklisted for only seven years. 

Ramesh: And after seven years you can do it again. ( laughter) 

You will not plan anything until your traveller's checks run out, is that right? 

Chuck: That's right. But who knows? My plans could change tomorrow. I could decide 
to return to States tomorrow. 

Ramesh: Quite right. I entirely agree with you. To come to that decision, it 
needs only one thought, "I want to return to the States." 

You have been coming to me for almost four weeks. What understanding 
have you received in these weeks? What have you truly understood from the 
teaching? There must be something that you have understood — at least on the 
intellectual level. 

(Chuck stays silent) 

Nothing is in your hands. Everything is as it should be. But nonetheless, 
the body-mind organism has to function, because of which, decisions have to 
be made. Life means to make decisions, small or big ones. The energy inside 
the body is expressing itself in making decisions. We have to make decisions as 
if we have free will, knowing what we decide may or may not happen. 

What is your situation after four weeks of being with me? What do you 



feel like doing? You see the teaching is useless unless it has some relevance to 
your life. The relevance to life is making decisions as if you have free will. 
Those decisions are made by the working mind, with the deepest understand¬ 
ing that what you have decided may or may not happen. 

You could decide to keep on living until your last traveller's check is cashed. 
When you think of the moment of spending the last check, what do you think 
of doing? To think about it is thinking by the working mind. Shouldn't you 
think about what you are going to do? I agree if such thinking doesn't happen 
it doesn't happen. Do you think you are going to think along these lines? Or, 
are you reasonably satisfied with the thought of carrying on living here until 
your last dollar is spent and then deciding what to do? That will be a decision 
too. You could say, "I still can live one year in India on my traveller's checks." 
Or you could say, "While I still have some money left, let me go back to the 
States and do something." Otherwise, you will arrive in San Francisco without 
any money at all. Don't these kind of thoughts make you come to a decision? 
What decision do you think you are going to make? 

Chuck: I think the decision will come far sooner than the running out of money. 

Ramesh: "What will I do when the money runs out?" This thought must have 
come to you already. What did that thought lead to? Did you just forget that 
thought? Or did it make you plan something? 

Chuck: I have a couple of options. 

Ramesh: I believe it's a serious thing not to be able to have any credit in the 
future. It's a very serious situation. 

Claire: Why do you say it's a serious situation? 

Ramesh. I m not saying Chuck wants to buy a house. But I believe he will not 
be able to even hire a car — forget buying a house! But hiring a car is almost a 
daily necessity. His bad credit situation will be known to everybody. 

Chuck: I kept one credit card with a perfect record. They won’t cancel that one because 
of what I did zoith the other ones. 

Ramesh: But that card will also be limited, will it not? And the banks with 
whom you have your overdrawn credit card accounts will make your bad 
credit ratings public. Is that right? 

Chuck: Correct. 
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Ramesh: Can't those banks ask the other bank to hold your money back for them? 
Chuck: No. 

Judy: A bank can cancel your account at any time. 

Wayne: Banks don't do that if you have a good payment record with them. Banks don't 
go and recheck the records you had with other banks. 

Ramesh: For them it doesn't matter what you've done with the credit cards of 
other banks. 

Wayne: No. You won't be able to get any further credit from them. They will stick to 
the arrangement you already have with them. 

Ramesh: But it is a very serious situation, isn't it? What will happen when the 
valid card is finished too? 

Chuck: I'm not planning on using it. 

Ramesh: That means you plan to return to the States before you use the other 
card. That makes sense. 

Claire: His scheme is well planned. 

Ramesh: You should think this whole thing over. Tell me, are you lazy by nature? 

Chuck: l told you that I was a workaholic up through my undergraduate school until 
the fellowship began. Now 1 am lazy — it happened. 

Ramesh: Now, will you be able to do any work at all? Or has the condition of 
being lazy become so thorough that you can't work anymore? Or perhaps you 
just don't know in what condition you are after all these years of laziness. 
Perhaps, you just have to try and start working and see what will happen. 

Chuck: I don't think / am in a very great physical shape to do much work. I tire quickly. 

Ramesh: Is it because you live in seedy places and you don't have enough 
food? You seem not to eat enough food, or do you? 

Chuck: Oh, ! eat quite well in India. 

Ramesh: So there is no problem in India. You don't need to go hungry in India. 
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Chuck: I don’t go hungry in America either. 

Ramesh: But if you run out of money in America, you may be hungry. So, the 
point you have reached in understanding the teaching is not to worry about 
the future anymore. Are you able to live without planning because of the un¬ 
derstanding of the teaching? Is that right? 

Chuck: Through being with you l have reached a certain detachment from my thoughts 
and daydreams. They are taken more lightly. I wouldn't say the witnessing state happens 
very often. I can't claim anything more than that. 

Ramesh: So, day-dreaming has stopped. 

Chuck: No, it’s there. 

Ramesh: Day-dreaming is done by the thinking mind. The thinking mind will 
not go away unless the gap is filled by the working mind. 

Chuck: Which is why I read your books. 

Ramesh: When you read books, are thoughts interrupting you as to what you 
should do in the future? 

Chuck: No. 

Ramesh: So, at the moment, the working mind is used for reading books. 

Chuck: And listening to the audio recordings of your morning talks. 

Ramesh: Although life in India is cheaper, you still have expenses. You have to 
pay your hotel bill and for your food. Still, it is quite an amount of money that 
you have to pay, especially living in Bombay. Do you think you will be able to 
live for six months in Bombay? 

Chuck: Yes. 

Ramesh: During the four weeks you were here, I have been saying the same 
teaching every day. I repeat it over and over again. 

Chuck: Yes. 

Ramesh: Is it still doing you some good? 
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Chuck: You are using the same anecdotes for days, and yet every day they sound new 
and relevant. That's why I'm here. 

Ramesh: Judy is a' psychic. She gives what she calls "Angel Readings." But I 
don't think you will be able to afford her charges. 

Wayne: You can put it on the credit card, (laughter) 

Ramesh: In a situation like yours, I would really suggest having a reading with 
her. Her readings are windows to the future. The reading would help in a case 
like Chuck's because he could look into the future. 

Judy: Yes. If that is needed in his case. The reading points to what is needed. 

Ramesh: In his case seeing the future will probably be needed. That's exactly my point. 
That's why I would really suggest that Chuck should have a reading with you. 

(After a long pause) I like the way you converted the entire credit into traveller's 
checks. ( laughter ) The credit card system is quite a new development, isn't it? 

Wayne: In India? 

Ramesh: Anywhere. 

Wayne: No, no. In the West it's been used for more than twenty years. But in India, 
credit cards have been in use only three or four years. 

Ramesh: How do you reimburse the credit card? 

Wayne: They bill you every month. There is a minimum payment that is required on 
the unpaid balance. If you pay the entire balance at the end of the month, there is no 
interest charge generated. On any unpaid balance they charge 18 per cent interest. Credit 
card money is essentially an unsecured loan at a very healthy rate of interest. People, 
particularly in the United States, have used it for instant gratification. Say, they want 
a TV and purchase it. They put it on the credit card and . . . 


Ramesh: ...pay for it for months. 



28.1 The Open Secret: Acceptance ofWhat-Is 

Caroline: I believe l have understood your teaching. But once in a while, the ego doubts 
and says,"Wait a minute, what kind of game is being played here in your talks? What's 
the point of listening to them?" 

Ramesh: And the intellect asks, "Why are they necessary at all?" 

Caroline: " What’s the point?" it asks. 

Ramesh: It asks, "What's the meaning of life?" 

Caroline: That's what I came in with — with the what's and the why's. You made it 
clear and asked me, "Who wants to know?" 

Ramesh: A character in the novel called "creation" wants to know why the 
novel has been written. 

Caroline: But wanting to know is also part of the novel. Knowing this fact makes it 
funny and absurd to ask or talk about the novel. 

Ramesh: Then you accept whatever happens — including the non-acceptance, 
or the involvement of the thinking mind. 

Caroline: Because one understands that the non-acceptance, too, is intentionally scripted 
by God, and therefore it is also part of the novel. Non-acceptance is made of the same stuff 
as acceptance, right? 

Ramesh: Correct. 

Caroline: The fact that all and everything is scripted by God still strikes me as funny. 

Ramesh: It is. But it is very tragic until you know what a joke the living dream, 
or the novel called "creation," is. 

Caroline: l figured that out, for l was born mad as hell, and I didn’t find that too 
funny. Ramesh, you've worn me out! 




28.2 A Banker, But An Honest Man 


Ramesh: There was a joke in the Reader's Digest. On a tombstone it said, "Here 
lies so-and-so, a lawyer, but an honest man." 

It could say on that tombstone, "Here lies so-and-so, a banker, but an 
honest man." ( laughter) 





CHAPTER 29 


29.1 When Somebody Is Judging Somebody, 

Isn't It God Judging God? 

Ramesh: Whatever happens is part of the impersonal functioning of Totality. If 
you have become a seeker, it is because God or Consciousness has programmed 
this body-mind organism exactly for that purpose. You didn't become a seeker 
because of your own personal choice or volition, but because of God's Will. If 
you can accept this fact, you will also have to accept that you have no control 
over how your seeking will proceed, and whether the seeking will end with 
enlightenment. It will be God who sends you to a temple or a guru, or who 
makes you practice meditation. 

Maya: When I understood this I felt a tremendous liberation, because I realized I didn't 
need to struggle anymore. 1 knew that whatever happened to me was God's Will, and was 
therefore perfect as it zvas. Before this, I had always been very, very anxious about the 
future, and about my survival. After I met you, after just an hour, I felt such a freedom — 
l felt I didn't need to worry anymore. 

Ramesh: You have understood that whatever happens, happens according to 
the Will of God. But whether worry happens or not depends on how this 
body-mind organism has been programmed. That organism has obviously been 
programmed not to worry much, right? 

Maya: No, I have been worrying very much. But I must have been programmed to meet 
you, and, after listening to you,for that worrying to stop. But my other basic programmed 
emotions — anger and sorrow — have not come to an end, nor has their intensity changed. 

Ramesh: You are saying, "I get angry," and you get involved. 

Maya: I get very, very involved. 

Ramesh: And you don't want that anger to happen, you want to control your 
anger, because you feel guilty. Who is to control what anger? Do you have that 
kind of choice every time anger arises? Just think! 

Maya: Definitely not. 

Ramesh: Let me tell you, whether anger happens or not is not in your hands. 
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That's why "you" cannot get angry. Anger merely arises. A reaction of the 
brain to a sense-object or a thought produces anger. And when anger is merely 
witnessed, it will get cut off. If you understand that whatever arises at any 
time is God's Will — anger or generosity or whatever — then you will neither 
feel guilty or proud. And you will not be bothered about any of the emotions, 
nor about controlling them. There is a tremendous difference between saying, 
"I am angry," and "Anger has arisen." 

Claire: What you say makes sense, regarding the regular type of anger, but... 

Ratnesh: I didn't know that there are various types of anger. I thought it was 
basically anger we were talking about. 

Claire: Well, some people's anger is so strong that they are even addicted to it. 

Ramesh: That means that a certain body-mind organism's mechanism or psyche 
is-programmed to be addicted to anger. 

Claire: Some people whose fuse is short throw their anger out all the time, at the slightest 
provocation. According to your teaching, that is OK, because you say that such behavior 
is programmed and impersonal, that it is part of the impersonal functioning of Totality. 
I believe that such people could use your teaching as an excuse for abusing others, and 
they will never stop being angry; they will continue to throw their shit upon others. 
Your teaching could have a bad influence on such peoples' moral conduct. I fear that, 
with such a teaching, angry people will get angry until they die. 

Ramesh: If it is the destiny of such organisms to get angry, and to get involved 
with their anger until their last breath, that will happen, and these people will 
not change for the better. 

Claire: But my concern is... 

Ramesh: Your' concern! That is exactly the trouble! Whose concern are you 
talking about? Whose concern? Claire's concern, who thinks she is a separate 
individual entity with free will and personal action and responsibility. And 
Claire thinks others are also individuals with the same faculties. But "Claire" is 
merely a name given to a body-mind organism, which is programmed to act 
and behave in a particular way. And this organism's actions are merely part of 
the impersonal functioning of Totality. 

Claire: My only concern is that the teaching could be misunderstood. 
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Ramesh: If a misunderstanding is supposed to arise, it will arise. And that's it. 
Whose concern? It is a "me" which is concerned with doing only good deeds. 
Other "me's" do only bad deeds. A Mother Teresa does only good things. You 
may say what a nice and good person Mother Teresa is. I am saying there is no 
such nice person ap Mother Teresa. Mother Teresa is programmed by God in 
such a way that only good actions will happen through her. On the other hand, 
only bad things will be produced through a psychopathic organism. The same 
God created both organisms. They both are mere instruments which were 
programmed to produce those actions. They are not the deeds of an individual. 
Quite frankly, that is why there is really no such a thing as a good or an evil 
person. If you truly accept that every thing is the Will of God, how can you say 
this person is good and that person is bad? If you judge somebody as bad, 
whom will you be judging? 

Madhukar: I will be judging God. 

Ramesh: Yes. And 
you will start thinking 
that that person can't 
help but to do that 
bad deed, because it 
is God's Will for that 
bad action to happen 
at that time. The un¬ 
derstanding of the 
teaching will bring 
about such an atti¬ 
tude. 

No individual has 
the freedom of choice. 

No individual can act. 

It is only a body- 
mind organism which 
reacts to an outside impulse. An outside impulse is not created by the body- 
mind organism, because the organism is just an instrument which cannot pro¬ 
duce anything on its own. A musical instrument cannot produce music on its 
own. Something outside the instrument must produce the music. 

Madhukar: You have just said that to judge somebody is to judge God. But can’t we 
even say that judging somebody is actually God judging God, because the one who 
judges is also Consciousness, /is part of the impersonal functioning of Totality , the 
judging body-mind organism is itself created , programmed, and destined by God for 



Judgement 
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exactly that judging action to happen at that time. 

Ramesh: When you judge somebody, do you think God is judging that 
somebody? Or is it you who is judging? It is you who is judging. It is not God. 

Madhukar: If the teaching is pure... 

Ramesh: If the teaching is pure, there will be no judging. If the teaching is 
pure, all actions and whatever happens will be accepted, and nothing will be 
rejected. 

Madhukar: That must also include the acceptance of judgement as God's action. In the 
case of a sage, in your case, if you see somebody judging somebody, do you see God 
judging God? 

Ramesh: I do not see God judging God. What I see is a misguided individual who 
does not have the understanding, and who is therefore judging somebody else. 

Madhukar: But isn’t it the destiny of that individual to be, at that moment, misguided 
and judgmental — ignorant? That individual is an instrument created and programmed for 
that purpose by God. That individual therefore cannot be any other way at that time, right? 

Ramesh: That is correct. 


29.2 Total Awareness and Total Action at the Same Time: 

An Impossibility 

Maya: I would like to ask a question which I have written down: has an ordinary person 
like myself ever experienced witnessing? If yes, did I know I was witnessing? If I am 
aware and think, Now I am witnessing," is that my self-deception, since it is the mind 
which is witnessing itself? Do you think I have ever witnessed at all? 

Ramesh. Oh yes! Witnessing happens quite often throughout the day, without 
you noticing it. 

Maya. I don t think I was aware that I was witnessing then. 

Ramesh: You actually may have been. You may know that you are witnessing 
when you are not judging. 

Maya: Aha! That is interesting to hear. 
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Ramesh: It is very simple, Maya. Let me explain. You see something — you 
can't help seeing objects... 

Maya: A bird, a flower, or a tree just comes into my sight and I am not thinking. Is that 
witnessing? 

Ramesh: Exactly. But when you say, "I like the red flower better than the 
white one," that is not witnessing, because judgement is taking place by the 
thinking mind. If a comparison arises and it is witnessed as a comparison 
arising — but not as one made by a "me" — then that is still witnessing. Looking 
at a painting, a feeling of liking or disliking can arise. That is still witnessing as 
long as it is not the feeling, "I like it," or "I don't like it." If an individual rejects 
or accepts something, and there is personal mental involvement with the possible 
consequences, then that is not witnessing. If the mind is observing something, 
it is the nature of the mind to judge and get involved. Witnessing happens 
quite often. Sitting in the lobby of a hotel, you are merely witnessing people 
walking by or registering or paying their bill. That is witnessing. But if you 
suddenly recognize somebody, that is not witnessing. That is involvement. 

Daniela: Can such a sudden recognition of somebody in the lobby also be witnessed? Or 
is such a recognition always involvement? 

Ramesh: Let us see. You are sitting in the lobby and you witness whatever 
happens, and then what? 

Daniela: Well, during that period of witnessing, all of a sudden I recognize a person. 

Ramesh: At the moment of recognition, it is the mind which says — without 
speaking out loud — "I recognize that person." 

Daniela: Are you saying that such a recognition cannot be witnessed? And such 
recognition always implies involvement? 

Ramesh: If you don't get involved at the moment of recognition, witnessing 
keeps on happening. Recognition of that person arises and gets witnessed. But 
if the mind says, "I know that person. I must go and talk to him," that then is 
involvement and no longer witnessing. 

Daniela: Isn't it possible to recognize that person, to get up and walk over and talk to 
that person? And while all these events are happening, for them to be witnessed at the 
same time? 
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Ramesh: Let me repeat. There are two possibilities. During a witnessing spell 
in a hotel lobby, one can recognize a person and witness the recognition without 
a reaction taking place. In this case, the state of witnessing is uninterrupted by 
the event of the recognition of the known person. The mere recognition is not 
involvement, it is part of witnessing. But, if one finds oneself reacting to the 
recognition of the person by walking over to him and greeting him, then the 
state of witnessing ends, and a period of involvement begins. 

Daniela: Can I witness my talking to you at this moment? Or can only the sage witness 
and talk at the same time? 

Ramesh: I will tell you what is happening at this moment: I am talking to you. 
and you are talking to me. You think, "Ramesh is talking to Daniela and Daniela 
is talking to Ramesh." That kind of outlook is not witnessing. 

• On the other hand, the outlook here ( Ramesh points to himself) is that talking 
and listening are one event. That is witnessing. There is no Daniela talking or 
listening, and there is no Ramesh talking or listening. Talking and listening are 
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one event which happens as part of the impersonal functioning of Totality. 
And this event is witnessed by the sage. 

Madhukar: It is my experience that while the working mind is in operation, and no 
intrusion of the thinking mind occurs, the action of the working mind cannot be witnessed 
at the same time. In other words, if the working mind operates with totality, if it is fully 
involved and absorbed with what it is doing, then witnessing of such total action cannot 
happen during the time the action takes place, right? 

Ramesh: What can you witness, then? Nothing. In such a case, there is no 
question of witnessing. 

Madhukar: I think Daniela's question is, "Can total action by the working mind 
happen, and can it be witnessed at the same time?" 

Daniela: Yes r that is my question. 

Ramesh: During total action there is no witnessing. Witnessing happens when 
there is something to be witnessed. 

Madhukar: Are you saying witnessing cannot happen while the working mind is in 
operation? That cannot be, can it? 

Ramesh: In this case, the question of witnessing does not arise. The question 
of witnessing arises only as against involvement, when there is involvement. 

Madhukar: Can we say that an impulse which occurs during a state of witnessing can 
produce two possibilities other than witnessing: either one becomes involved with the 
thinking mind, or the working mind clicks in and operates? 

Ramesh: No. If there is something being witnessed, the working mind is not 
there. 

Madhukar: That is clear. So, it is either witnessing, or the working mind, or the 
thinking mind which is there? 

Ramesh: Correct. 

Madhukar: Let us stay with our example of the hotel lobby in which witnessing happens. 
During the witnessing, all of a sudden, the sight of a friend appears. The nerves of the 
eyes register the friend. The brain, which is directly hooked up to the eyes, recognizes that 
particular person with the help of the memory. This recognition will probably lead to the 
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next impulse, which can be a thought like, " Oh, that is Max! Let me go over and greet 
him" Perhaps the recognition will lead to a direct response, and one will find oneself 
moving somewhat automatically towards the friend. In both cases, the witnessing stops, 
and either a thought or an action takes place. 

Ramesh: That is all correct. 

Madhukar: That means witnessing cannot happen at the same time as thought or 
action happens? 

Ramesh: Again, that is correct. Because there is nothing to witness then. 

Madhukar: Could we say that the states beyond the thinking mind, or involvement, are 
the states of the working mind, witnessing, and the most passive non-witnessing. 

Ramesh: That is correct. 

Madhukar: The two most important aspects of Osho Rajneesh's teaching were: to be 
aware at all times of whatever one is doing, and to be total in every action that is being 
done. I always understood that total awareness of my total action was what I was trying 
to learn and achieve as the ultimate, goal of my spiritual practices and meditations. I tried 
hard to live his teaching full-time as a seeker, meditator, disciple, and ashramitefor 12 
years. But I did not succeed, no matter how hard I tried. This, for many years, was my 
greatest spiritual problem with Osho Rajneesh. At times, I even thought there might be 
something wrong with me. 

Yes, there can be total awareness and total action, but not both at the same time. My 
daily experience proved that when I did something with totality, there was no way to 
witness such a total action at the same time. It is just not possible. 

Ramesh: That is correct. When an artist is truly involved in his work, four 
hours of work seems to be thirty minutes for him. Any surgeon, mechanic, or 
anyone working with total attention, finds that he feels he has worked less 
than he actually has. In this state, the working mind operates, and there is no 
question of witnessing. 

The question of the working mind and of witnessing are two different 
concepts. But both are still concepts, mind you. The concept of witnessing is 
concerned with the concept of involvement. Involvement concerns the thinking 
mind. Where the working mind is concerned, there is no involvement. So the 

question of witnessing arises only with the thinking mind, and not with the 
working mind. 

Madhukar. Witnessing doesn t even arise as a concept if it happens by itself, because 
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during witnessing the question, "Is this witnessing or not?", doesn't arise. Actual 
witnessing is what is "happening" then. 

Ramesh: Quite right. 

Maya: In me, an internal dialogue goes on all the time. Is that the thinking mind? 
Ramesh: It is the thinking mind. 

Maya: In some rare moments during meditation, that thinking mind stops. Which state 
is that? 

Ramesh: That is the state in which there is no thinking mind and no witnessing. 
It is the state of non-witnessing. 

Maya: You are aware that you are aware, but there are no thoughts. 

Ramesh: That is correct. But thoughts may keep coining. 

Maya: They may come, but for some seconds there is no thought. 

Ramesh: Then they go. They come and then they go. 

29.3 Addiction: When it Contes it Comes, When it Goes it Goes 

Claire: I have read that it is possible to hear your teaching and understand it quickly. 
Not only that, but that the understanding of the teaching also can break a strong addiction 
of many years to drugs and alcohol. Is this a fact? Have you seen this happen? Is it your 
experience? 

Ramesh: I have no idea. 

Claire: Haven't people written to you about such experiences? 

Ramesh: Actually, yes. In some cases, such happenings were reported. But not 
everybody writes to me. Thank God! —For in that case, I would receive 
hundreds of letters. But it has happened, yes. Are you addicted to something? 

Claire: No. I know it is my mind which tries to figure it out. I put myself in an addict's 
mind, and I ask myself, "How could it be that this teaching zvorks for someone whose 
addiction is so strong?" 
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Ramesh: The answer is quite obvious, isn't it? Whether the teaching cuts off 
someone's addiction or not depends on the destiny of that body-mind 
organism. It is also destined whether or not someone comes to see me at all. If 
someone visits me over a long period of time and his or her addiction doesn't 
get cut off, that is also destined. 

Madhukar: An addiction'can even return after meeting Ramesh. 

Ramesh: Sure. 

Madhukar: In my own case, after meeting Ramesh the addiction to alcohol started 
again/after a total suspension of five years. When it returned, it was actually worse than 
before. But it stopped again after a year. So, addiction or not, it is in nobody’s hands. 

Ramesh: No. 

Madhukar: But the beauty is to witness it come and go. 

Ramesh: When it comes it comes, and when it goes it goes — witnessing it 
without any particular involvement. 
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GHAfTERSp^ 


30.1 Buddha Teaches: "Events Happen, Deeds are being Done, 

But there is No Doer Thereof." 

And Yet 

He has Tens of Thousands of Disciples in Monasteries 

Maya: You are saying that 
Buddha did not teach rein¬ 
carnation. On the other hand, 
most Buddhists nowadays 
believe in reincarnation. 


Ramesh: I know. What 
Buddha said in his time is 
not understood properly 
today. I accept whole¬ 
heartedly what Buddha is 
supposed to have said: 
"Deeds are being done, 
events happen, but there 
is no individual doer thereof." For me, this is the most important thing Bud¬ 
dha is reported to have said. This one sentence contains the whole teaching I 
am speaking about. 

Maya: How could Buddha's followers have misunderstood this simple teaching so gravely? 

Ramesh: This misunderstanding is also part of the functioning of God. 

Maya: You mean to say that God has caused Buddha's followers to misunderstand their 
teacher? 

Ramesh: Yes. That's right. Why are there wars? Why is there disease? Why is 
there misery? Why is there the misunderstanding of Buddha's teaching? Because 
that is God's Will. 

Maya: Why am I asking questions? That also must be God's Will. 

Ramesh: Quite right. And you can also ask why it is that Caroline doesn't ask 
any questions. Because that is also God's Will. 
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Madhukar: If Buddha's teaching is, "Deeds are being done, events happen, but there is 
no doer thereof," then I find it curious as to why Buddha created all the many monasteries, 
with their tens of thousands of disciples, during his own lifetime. 

Ramesh: Who had monasteries? Who created the monasteries, Madhukar? 
Monasteries had to happen. The creation of the monasteries was part of God's 
Will. Events happen. The creation of the monasteries was a happening, an event. 
And there was no individual doer involved. Got it? 

Madhukar: Sure. The same is said about the creation ofRamana Maharshi's ashram. It 
just happened. Ramana was not involved in its creation — that's what you are saying. 

Ramesh: Sure. Certainly. 

Madhukar: So, a guru needs only a good administrator. 

Ramesh: Ramana Maharshi was not an administrator. 

Madhukar: I mean to say, Ramana must have had a good administrator or manager, as 
an extension of his own person, who was doing the practical construction in his place. 
Buddha, as well, must have had excellent administrators. 

Ramesh: Buddha didn't appoint any administrators. For the construction and the 
subsequent running of the monasteries, administrators must have been present, 
obviously. But we have a differing viewpoint. You ask, "Why did Buddha create 
monasteries?" And I am saying that Buddha did not create any monasteries. 
Monasteries happened as part of an event. As he himself says, "Events happen." 

Madhukar: Well, then it doesn't really matter whether the monasteries were initiated and 
constructed by Buddha out of a sense of personal doership, or whether they appeared as part 
of impersonal events. The fact remains that the monasteries manifested. And we have to keep 
in mind that the manifestation of the monasteries happened because of God's Will. And the 
sense of personal doership, or no sense of personal doership, is also willed by God. 

Ramesh: That is the whole point. 

Madhukar: And only Buddha would know if he was acting with a sense of personal 
doership or not. We are not able to judge that with certainty. 

Ramesh: He says that events happen and that there is no individual doer 
thereof. The happening of the monasteries is an event. 

Maya: Buddha said that the soul doesn’t continue from birth to birth. Is that right? 
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Could you quote the source of this statement? 

Ramesh: I am not scholar in Buddhism. 

Maya: Where could I find this statement in the scriptures? 

Ramesh: I have no idea. I don't even remember where I read the statement 
"Deeds are being done, events happen, but there is no doer thereof." But when 
I came across this teaching, I said: "This is exactly what I subscribe to, this is 
exactly what I believe in." But I wouldn't be able to tell you when he said it, 
where he said it, or in which scriptures it is reported. A Buddhist scholar could 
help you better here. 


30.2 Does the Teaching Make Life Easier for the Seeker? 
Easier — Yes; Simpler — Yes and No 

Maya: I would like to put a question to some of your devotees here in this room who have 
been with you longer than I have. Has the understanding of the teaching of Ramesh made 
any changes in your life? Are you more happy now with this understanding than you 
were before? (Maya looks inquiringly at Madhukar. Madhukar just looks back 
without saying anything.) 

Caroline: My response to your question is different from Madhukar's. I notice much 
more relaxation and easiness in my life since I met Ramesh. There is no tension in me, 
because there is nothing to hold on to. According to his teaching, there is nothing to 
attain. That's why there is no pressure. 

Ramesh: Maya, but if your question is, "Has this teaching made life easier for 
her, have things been going better for her?", that is a totally different matter. 
(Caroline laughs) 

Caroline: That's right. Things have gotten a lot hairier since l met Ramesh. (Caroline 
laughs hard) But... 

Ramesh: You see, things in life may get easier or more difficult. But it is the 
attitude one has towards what happens in life which changes after one has 
heard this teaching. And that is what Caroline is describing. Many people have 
the idea that this teaching is an instrument which they can use to make life 
easier. "If that is not possible, what is the use of the teaching then?" they ask. 
That is what the human mind says. The seeker visits a teacher. Why? Because 
he wants to make his life easier. 
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"Choose if you can—but who's choosing?" 


Madhukar: Or more blissful, or less painful. 

Ramesh: And there are teachers who say, "Come to me and I will make life 
easier for you." Such a promise is wrong. But mind you, such teachers are also 
part of the functioning of Totality. They are also part of what God has made. 

But Maya, you said yourself that the acceptance of the teaching made things 
easier for you. Didn't you mention that earlier? Didn't you say that in your 
case the fear of the future dropped after hearing what I had to say? 

Maya: Yes. I had a deep fear for survival which was programmed into me in my very early 
childhood. That fear of the future dropped after I understood that everything has already 
happened , in the sense that whatever happens is predestined anyway. So, why worry? 

Caroline: "But don't stop contributing to your retirement fund!” (laughter) 

Ramesh: Right. An Arabian proverb says, "Trust in God, but tie up your camel." 

Maya: I lost my fear and my guilt. But what happens now is that a lot of memories and 
emotions are coming up all the time. And I feel that I am horizontally involved during 
much of that time. How can / get rid of these confusions? 

Ramesh. That is the whole problem. You want to get rid of something which 
is. And that can t be done. So, all you can do is to watch the confusion arise. 

Maya: To watch this inner turmoil? 
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Ramesh: That is correct. The inner turmoil happens because it is supposed to 
happen. And it will stop when it is supposed to stop. 

Maya: And I am not a bad person because I have angry thoughts, or because Ifeel depressed? 

Ramesh: The point to understand is that you are not a person. You think you 
are a person. But there is no person. All there is, is a body-mind organism with 
certain natural characteristics, which I call programming. And whatever happens 
through this organism is according to the programming. All that can be done is 
to witness what is happening. 

30.3 Therapist to Client:"You are Responsible for your Life, 

Therefore You can Change it." 

Guru to Seeker: "Your Life will Change if it is so Destined" 

Maya: / have been involved for the past ten years in the self-improvement movement. I 
was a practicing therapist for all kinds of body, breathing, and counseling therapies. In 
the self-improvement movement, people think they can improve themselves — that they 
can create their own thoughts and create a good life through positive thinking and 
affirmations. I have believed in and practiced this approach for many years — first as a 
patient, for my own benefit, and then as a therapist, to help others. But now it has been taken 
away from me. By listening to you, I have a new understanding. I am very confused now. 

Ramesh: No, no, no. You have got it wrong, Maya. 

For a disease, there is a physician who believes that his medicine will cure 
the sick person. That's why he prescribes the medicine. What is wrong with 
that? But whether the medicine works or not for a particular person is not in 
his hands. Whether a certain therapy works or not for a particular organism 
depends on the destiny of that organism. Why should the therapy be stopped? 

Maya: Now I see everything in a new perspective and I ask myself: why should l 
continue to give therapy? I don't see any benefit in it anymore, so why should I continue 
doing it? 

Ramesh: The answer to your question, "Why should I do it?", is very simple: 
there is no "you" who is doing it. 

Maya: Hmm... God is doing it, right? 

Ramesh: Yes, God is doing it. And if therapy is what God is supposed to be 
doing through this body-mind organism, therapy will happen. Let the therapy 


239 




Yea are rsopon- 
|1 -sibfe Take your 
/tfe info your 
own hands. 

You can change 
yoctr /if of 


"You" don't <sx/5t 
Life urif/take you. 
to a the rap/of or to 
a guru. Life w '/H 
Change, only 
gf So festfnec/ 


Your path is the only path—for you! 


happen. Why do you think "you" are doing it? That is where the mistake lies. 
So, you continue your therapy knowing that whether the therapy works or not 
depends not on you, but on the destiny of the organism which comes to your 
therapy sessions. This understanding shouldn't prevent you from doing what 
you are doing. If you are a therapist, practice your therapy in the light of this 
basic understanding. 

That is what I meant in saying that the teaching produces this question: "If 
nothing is in my hands, why should I do anything?" And you are saying, "If 
nothing is in my hands, why should I give therapy sessions?" This body-mind 
organism is so programmed that therapy is given through it. So, let that happen. 
Don't think "you" are doing the therapy. And let it bring about such results as 
are supposed to happen. 

Maya: There is a certain confusion. I used to talk with my clients about their early 
programming. And I told them that they were victims of their past programming. I told 
them that they could change their programming with the help of my therapy, and that 
they could subsequently have a better life. Now I cannot tell this to my clients anymore 
with full conviction. 

Ramesh: Why not?! You see, if the programming of a client of yours is to 
change, how can you prevent it? No program is so ingrained that it can't be 
changed. The programming can be changed. But the programming will be 
changed to the extent that it is destined to change. 
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Maya: So, is it then , in my case, more a question of integrating the understanding of 
your teaching into my life and therapy work at this moment? 

Ramesh: Quite right. The point is, if somebody wants to improve his or her 
health, he or she will improve his or her diet and will exercise regularly. If 
somebody wants to develop muscles, he will go to a gym and work out. And if 
he is able to work out, the muscles will develop automatically. If five persons 
decide to build up their muscles, not all five of them will succeed, for various 
reasons. Not all of them will make it regularly to the gym. Maybe three of 
them will be able to visit the gym; and out of those three, only one may be able 
to develop bigger muscles. 

Developing muscles, developing the mind, self-improvement, or whatever, 
can all continue after listening to the teaching. Any change will depend on the 
destiny of the particular organism. And to what extent the programming will 
change has nothing to do with your abilities in practicing therapy. You continue 
to practice what you are doing in your private and professional life. You don't 
have to change anything. 

It could actually happen that your professional work will become more 
successful because of this understanding of the teaching. It could be that your 
thinking mind will become less active, and that your therapy work will be 
done by the working mind, with more attention and concentration. 



CHAPTER 31 


31.1 The Seeker's Motivation To Meet The Guru: 
Entertainment, Curiosity, or Total Earnestness 

Ramesh: Whether somebody comes to visit me or not depends on the destiny 
of that organism. Many organisms have gone to many gurus and various 
ashrams before they came to me. Ask Madhukar! Others have come directly to 
me. For them I was the first guru they met. Muriel hasn't been to other places. 
Something brought you here directly. “You" have nothing to do with that. If it 
is not the destiny of somebody to visit me, he or she will never come here: 

Jean: But it may also be one's destiny to visit you and not to benefit from what you say 
and never to return. 

Ramesh: Certainly. Some people come here casually. They may be having work 
or business to do in Bombay for a month or two, and they may have some free 
time once in a while during the morning. Those people will say, "I'll go and 
visit Balsekar in Gamadia Road. It's a nice way to spend a couple of hours in 
Bombay." 

And that has happened. That is what your friend Soren did. He has some 
time, so he comes here, He gets entertained for two hours and then goes home. 

Jean: But he has been moved by seeing you. 

Ramesh: If he would have.... What you mean by, "He has been moved?" I tell 
you what the point is: when I went to Maharaj the first time, I was really 
moved. That being really moved made this organism (Ramesh) do something, 
and give something to Maharaj. One can say, "I am moved," and one's actions 
will show that. Or one merely says, “I am moved," and one means "I was merely 
entertained." What is it in Soren's case? Is it being moved from the heart, or is it 
being entertained? To come here is merely free entertainment for him. 

A professor of Advaita came to visit me four or five times. He kept asking 
questions and I kept telling him, "Who wants to know? There is an individual 
me wanting to know. And as long as an individual 'me' wants to know, 
enlightenment cannot happen. It turned out that the professor was not 
concerned with enlightenment, but with answers which he could give to his 
pupils in Australia. You remember the man, Madhukar. 

Madhukar: Yes, I do. It's true what you are saying. 
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Ramesh: He was initiated 
by the Shankaracharya. "I 
am not an ordinary per¬ 
son/' he told me at the very 
beginning of oiir first 
meeting. 

Daniela: Is it possible to 
know if a seeker comes only 
for entertainment or out of 
curiosity, or out of deep ear¬ 
nestness? 



Ramesh: Of course it is! A person may come here out of curiosity, but leave 
thoroughly moved. That, then, is the destiny of that organism. 

Maharaj was initially not interested in the Advaita teaching. Before he met 
his guru he was a bhakta (one who follows bhakti as the path of devotion), and 
he sang bhajans (devotional songs) happily every evening in a temple. One day, 
a friend of his almost forced him to come along to visit his guru. The friend 
even bought the flowers which Maharaj was to give to the guru of his friend. 
As we can see, it was God's Grace, or Maharaj's destiny, to meet his guru. And 
Maharaj was instantly changed when he heard what that guru had to say. That 
is what I mean by being moved. 


31.2 "You will be Enlightened." Is the Sage Just Saying it? 

Or Does He Know for Sure? 

Maya: Ramesh, you have reported that when you visited Maharaj the first time, he 
recognized you by saying, “At last you have come!" Did he have an intuitive feeling 
about who you were? 

Ramesh: Yes. 

Maya: Did he have the intuition that this man (Ramesh) who just now walked into the 
room will be enlightened? 

Ramesh: Yes. 

Maya: Did you have the same feeling about your future enlightenment yourself at that 
moment? 
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Ramesh: Yes. 

Maya: So, before enlightenment, it sometimes happens that 
somebody will appear in one's life and predict the event of 
one’s enlightenment7 

Ramesh: What I witnessed during the next three years of my stay with Maharaj 
was that he didn't say this to very many people. He said to me that I would be 
enlightened. He didn't say this to a thousand people who came to see him. But 
he also didn't tell those other thousand people that they would not get 
enlightened. 

Daniela: But three days ago, you told me that it is not possible for anybody, including 
a sage, to know — let alone to predict — somebody else's enlightenment. 

Ramesh: There is no enlightened person. If Maharaj understood.... "He" didn't 
understand that I would become enlightened in the future. The thought came 
to him from outside. 

Daniela: You mean to say the thought came to him spontaneously and intuitively? 

Ramesh: Exactly. He didn't decide that here was a person who is going to be 
enlightened. It came spontaneously and intuitively out of him. But yes, he did 
say that enlightenment would happen to this body-mind organism called Ramesh. 

As I have told you, the seekers come to the guru at different levels of the 
process. Some seekers are still very involved when they come to me. For others, 
it takes just a sudden jump, and enlightenment happens. The process of 
enlightenment is not necessarily gradual as it was in Maharaj's case — from 

bhakti (devotion) to 
jnana (knowledge). 

Lord Krishna 
says in the Bhagavad 
Gita, "When the in¬ 
tensity of the devo¬ 
tee reaches a certain 
degree, I create in 
him the receptivity 
to receive the final 
knowledge." Simi¬ 
larly, when enlight¬ 
enment happens in 
a body-mind or- 

Is that how the sage knows it? 
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ganism, there is a tremendous sense of joy and exuberance, which can produce 
marvelous poetry. Why are the bhakti and jnana organisms the same when en¬ 
lightened? Because the jnana organism knows that "he" does not exist as a 
"me"-entity. He knows he exists only as a body-mind organism, as an object, 
as part of the Totality of manifestation. The devotional bhakta surrenders to 
God and says, "You are all there is. I don't exist." Acceptance and surrender 
are the same thing, namely: the total annihilation of the "me," the total annihi¬ 
lation of the sense of individual doership. 

In Buddha's words that means, "Events happen, deeds are being done, 
but there is no individual doer thereof." Actions, or deeds, and their 
consequences are both God's Will. 

Jean: Nobody knows how long the search will take, right? 

Ramesh: That is correct. But naturally, the individual seeker wants to know if 
there is any progress or not. My answer to that is: If you find yourself becoming 
more generous than you were before, and if you accept other people's 
weaknesses with more tolerance than before, then you can take it that the 
understanding is going deeper, and you have made progress. And to that extent, 
be satisfied. 

But I also say, "Don't be too anxious for enlightenment to happen quickly, 
for then there would still be a 'me' wanting enlightenment urgently to happen." 
Let the process of enlightenment go on at its own pace and in its own way. In 
the first place, you didn't choose to be a seeker. The seeking began by itself 
and it will continue by itself, on its own terms. 

Maya: You were blessed to be with Maharajfor such a long time. 

Ramesh: When I met Maharaj, there were seekers who had been with him for 
fifteen years. I was with him for less than three years. The length of time has 
nothing to with the event of enlightenment. It is entirely a matter of the destiny 
of each individual seeker. And the destiny is not the destiny of an individual, 
but the destiny of a body-mind organism. 

Maya: Why does enlightenment happen only in a very, very few cases? 

Ramesh: The functioning of this manifestation is maya — illusion. And maya 
will not work if everybody is enlightened. That is why everybody cannot be 
enlightened at the same time. And that is why everybody will not be asleep at 
the same time. Where would the manifestation be if everybody were asleep at 
the same time? Who would there be to say that the manifestation exists? 
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Maya: There would be no consciousness then, right? 

Ramesh: Correct. Consciousness-aware-of-itself would become unaware of 
itself. Potential energy, which has activised itself, would revert back into the 
potential after billions of years. 

Maya: Then there is no manifestation. 

Ramesh; Not until the potential energy activises itself again after billions of 
years. Make no mistake, this is a concept. There is no need for a concept when 
you are in deep sleep. 

Maya: Vedanta says, "The world is totally unreal." 

Ramesh: No, that is not correct. Vedanta says, ''The manifestation is both real 
and unreal." If you stand in the sun you will see your shadow. Is the shadow 
real or not? It is there, you can see it. 

Maya: But it depends on the sun's rays. 

Ramesh: Correct. And therefore it is unreal. If you stand before a mirror, you 
see your image. Is the image real or not? It is real, but it has no existence of its 
own. It is real because it is there and the eye can sense and see it. But the image 
is also unreal because it has no existence of its own. That is why Buddha said, 
"Samsara (worldly illusion) is nirvana (spiritual liberation), and nirvana is samsara." 
They are not two. 

31.3 "I Am That"or "All There is, is Consciousness" or 
"Every thing that Happens is God's Will" — 

Choose Whichever Concept Suits You Best! 

Claire: Isn't it the same to say, "I am Claire," and, "lam That?" In the first case, there 
is identification with the concept "Claire," and in the second, with "That." Both are 
concepts, right? 

Ramesh: Correct. That's why I don't like to use the phrase, "I am That." But 
since the seeking begins with an individual, the seeker has to be told that he is 
not an individual, but Consciousness. 

Claire. You are not this concept, you are another concept. 
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Ramesh: No. It means that you are not the person, the entity, the individual 
you think you are. In the beginning, the individual is very much there, wanting 
enlightenment. And that is why, in great misery, he goes to the guru and asks, 
"Tell me what I should do." That seeker-individual is told, "You believe you 
are attached to a body-mind organism as an individual, but the truth is that 
you are not a body-mind organism, but rather Consciousness." 

Claire: Isn't that to say, "Yon arc not this concept you think you arc, but you arc 
another thing?" And that is another concept, isn't it 1 

Ramesh: But that concept is necessary at that stage. At that stage there is an 
individual who needs to be told, ' You are not the body, you are Consciousness." 
But only towards the end of the search does this fact become a conviction, and 
the sudden realization happens independently. The guru cannot give it. It is not 
in his hands. It is true that the involvement with the body-mind organism is a 
concept, and that Consciousness is a concept. That which one truly is, is not 
concerned, because the individual does not exist at all. I don't like the concepts "I 
am That" or "you are That" or "you are Consciousness." 1 prefer to use the phrase, 
"All there is, is Consciousness," or "Everything that happens is God's Will" 

Claire: Gangaji's teacher. Poonjap, tells Ins disciples often. Aon are that, you are not 
the body. I feel this is not really helpful tor the seeker. For we. the question still remain< - 
"What is that That' 7 " or "Who aw l ? " 

Ramesh: My answer is, \ou are not That', That, or Consciousness, is ail 
there is. And 'you' just do not exist 






31.4 Free Will and No Free Will: 

Contradictory Concepts Taught by a Confusing Guru 

Claire: My spiritual teacher, Gangaji, asks the seekers very often, " Whom do you serve? 
Do you serve the Ultimate? What do you really want? Do you want enlightenment 
only? Are you sincere and serious in your search?" These are very important questions 
for her. And she thinks they are important for the seekers as well. 

I told Gangaji last summer that she addresses the individual with these questions, 
and I said that I believed that that is the reason why her teaching doesn’t work for the 
seekers. I also told her that this kind of question will make the seeker feel proud in the case 
of his doing good actions. Or they will make the seeker feel guilty if he acts wrongly. 

Ramesh: Or the seeker feels frustrated if he does the wrong thing, or if he 
thinks that he doesn't do enough. 

Claire: In Gangaji’s view it is wrong, and a bad thing, to watch a soap opera on TV. To 
attend satsang with her is the right and the good thing for a disciple to do. With her, 
there are do’s and don'ts for the disciple. I see no difference between Gangaji’s do's and 
don't's, and the ones of the organized religions. 

Maya: What was Gangaji’s reaction to what you told her? 

Claire: She said, “Oh well, Claire, we don’t seem to work well together. Go to Ramesh!" 
(laughter) 

Maya: She sent you to Ramesh? 

Claire: Oh, yes! 

Ramesh. But Claire visited me some years ago. She was here before. 

Madhukar: The basis of Gangaji's teaching seems to be very much about good and bad, 
or right and wrong. ° 

Ramesh: Yes, very much so. This is good and that is bad. There is always 
judgement... 

Maya: Did Osho also talk about good and bad, and do's and don'ts? 

Mad ^ ukar: °f c °urse! An ashram is created for what? It is a place to practice the do's 
with the purpose of changing and becoming. Practices are meant to change the seeker for 
the better, and they are supposed to result in enlightenment and make him like his guru. 
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There is will. But is it personal, individual free will? 


Maya: But Osho also taught that there is no free will, didn't he? I think l read that. 

Madhukar: Oh, yes! He said everything. That's the problem. He, just like Poonjaji, 
taught both: "Thy Will be done" — or, in other words, no personal volition, meaning all 
is God's Will and predestined — and: "It is 'you' whose personal efforts will change you 
and make you enlightened. You, and only you, are responsible for it." 

Maya: How can these two totally contradictory positions be combined? Is tfwt possible? 

Ramesh: Good question... 

Madhukar: To teach both concepts makes everything worse for the disciple. I found 
myself in deep doubt, and with great tension, when l became aware of this unbridgeable 
contradiction — especially so with Poonjaji. But even though I had these doubts, I stayed 
on, for at the same time a lot of love existed between us. Because I believed Poonjaji to be 
enlightened, I believed — or wanted to believe — his words totally. But since they were so 
contradictory, the doubts didn't vanish. But 1 still wanted enlightenment. There was 
such a tension inside myself between love, doubt, and desire. All existed together. This 
state of love, doubt, and desire continued for almost two years with Poonjaji. It nearly 
drove me mad. 

Ramesh: It makes you really miserable. 
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Madhukar: Almost insane. I couldn't help it, because I believed, wanted, and loved all 
at once, or alternately. The worst was for me to hear the guru say both, that there is no 
free will and that "you" are the doer of your actions. 

Ramesh: So, basically, what I am about is that I don't prescribe any do's or 
don't's, because a prescription is always meant for an individual seeker. I only 
describe What-is. I see and say that this manifestation is merely the expression 
of God, or Consciousness. Therefore, all there is, is Consciousness. There is no 
"me" to understand anything. Consciousness cannot understand Consciousness. 
Consciousness is all there is. There is no need for God to know God. 

Claire: To hear this is much more relaxing than to hear the do's and don't's to which 
one is supposed to adhere. 

Maya: You can relax and drink your beer. 

Claire: Yes, l can do whatever. 

Madhukar: I know intuitively that what I just heard Ramesh saying is the truth for 
me. Having this understanding, there is nothing to push or pull or shake or change or 
improve or become. What he says is my experience at every moment. 

Earlier, some of what was heard from Poonjaji was intuitively understood to be true, 
and some was intuitively known to be untrue. And I believe that's why the churning 
within always kept going and going during my disciplehood with Poonjaji. 

Maya: After I visited and heard Ramesh the first time, I immediately felt very relaxed 
because I knew for sure that all that happens is God's Will. 



CHAPTER 32 


32.1 Sitting in Silence with the Guru: 

Is it Passing Time, Meditation Practice, or a Teaching? 

Claire: You are the only guru I know who doesn't sit in silence with the seekers. Why is 
that so? Could you explain? 

Ramesh: To sit in silence with the seekers is one way of passing time. ( lots of 
laughter ) If the session is supposed to last ninety minutes, and I sit twenty 
minutes in silence, we are left with only another seventy minutes to talk. 

Does Poonjaji sit in silence with his disciples? 

Madhukar: Oh yes! Silence is very important in his satsang. 



Silent teaching 


Claire: Jean Klein is doing silent meditation, too. 

Ramesh: I heard that yoga is part of his teaching. I am not sure if the yoga is 
just for meditation, or whether he includes physical exercises in his teachings. 

Nikos 1 : He has body-work integrated in his yoga. His yoga is not a regular yoga. He 
usually has one body-work session during the morning. In the afternoons, he talks. 


1 See Nikos' letter to Ramesh on pages 27-29. 
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Ramesh: He is a hard worker, isn't he? 


Nikos: Oh yes! We haven't met him for three years now. Since we met you, we cut the 
connection with him. 

Madhukar: For other gurus, silence is very important - either sitting silently with 
others or alone, or sitting silently in the guru's presence, or in his satsang. For many 
gurus, silence is a means or a method which is being practiced to bring about the occurrence 
of enlightenment. 

Ramesh: Yes. 

Madhukar: I tried to make you talk about this topic many times before, remember? Also at 
your seminar in Kovalam. But l was not very successful in getting you to talk on this topic. 

Since Osho Rajneesh’s death, about half-a-dozen of his disciples have become gurus — 
all of them are Indians. They are a mixture of disciple-guru. This new brand of Osho- 
guru, and a couple of other non-affiliated gurus, visits Pune maybe two or three times a 
year and holds satsangs outside the Osho ashram. They attract up to two hundred Osho 
disciples at a time. I believe they come to Pune to recruit new disciples. 

Ramesh: Why are these meetings held outside the ashram? 

Madhukar: Osho is, and will be, the only Master in the Osho-Buddhafield. Osho 
didn't appoint a successor. He appointed a group of twenty-one people, called the Inner 
Circle, to run the ashram and to do what is also called "Osho's Work." 

Ramesh: So, twenty-one people are his successors? 

Madhukar: They don’t refer to themselves that way. But for all practical purposes, they 
actually are. But they are definitely people personally chosen by him for specific functions. 
They could be called administrators. He forbade anyone to tamper with his teachings, 
which are recorded in books and on audio- and video-cassettes. In any case, the Inner 
Circle decided not to have such meetings ofOsho-gurus in the commune, because Osho 
didn't want that. 

About a year ago one of those new Osho-gurus — called Samdarshi, and hailing 
from Manali in Himachal Pradesh —gavt satsang in Pune which I attended. When I 
was told that satsang would be held in complete silence that afternoon and that I couldn't 
ask a question, I left within five minutes. Meeting this guru for the first time, I wanted 
to ask my burning questions. I wanted to know what kind of guru he was. I wanted my 
doubts cleared by him. I wanted to know what, besides silence, this man was all about. 
Any idiot can sit in silence for two hours, and play holy and enlightened in front of a 
congregation of seekers. 



Ramesh: So, two hundred people sit in silence for two hours and pay him for 
that. Is that right? 

Madhukar: No, he didn't charge for satsang, as far as I know. The number of people 
attending this guru's satsang that afternoon was actually only about thirty. 

After satsang the seekers meet and talk about how great their experiences of light, 
peace, and silence were. The intensity of their experiences is proof for them that this new 
guru is indeed powerful, because he can induce and transmit such depth and love and 
silence. Therefore, he definitely must be enlightened, they say. They speak of the transmission 
of the enlightened energy to the disciple. 

Ramesh: All the stock words. I am afraid that is what often happens. 

Madhukar: Samdarshi dresses in white. Samdarshi's guru-personality resembles very 
much that of Osho Rajneesh's. In the early days, Osho used to dress only in white. 

Ramesh: As I say, for a genuine article you have two hundred fakes. 

Madhukar: I think the ratio is even higher, maybe one in ten thousand. 

Ramesh: But that is also part of What-is. I mean, disease, wars, and fake gurus 
come into existence. There is no use asking why God has created them. The 
only answer is, why not? You can't restrict God's Will to only doing good 
things. In God's life, everything happens. 

Claire: Periods of silence as a meditation practice during satsang are to invoke peace 
and silence in the seekers, I guess. If that is true, then those gurus intend a result from 
those periods of silence, right? These periods of silence must be very meaningfulfor them. 

Ramesh: Periods of silence may be helpful, but I doubt that they mean 
something. But those periods could be done at home, before the talks, in order 
to save time for the talks. From the point of view of the seeker's time, those 
periods mean a waste of time. People come to visit me from ten thousand miles 
away, and they don't come so far just to sit in silence. If somebody wants to sit 
quietly, I have no objection to that. Welcome! If it happens, fine. But I don't 
insist on people sitting quietly. 

Nikos: It is not a rule to sit quietly with you for twenty minutes, like it was with Jean 
Klein. But didn't people go to Ramana Maharshi just to sit ivith him in silence ? 

Ramesh: Yes, and he would sit quietly, and if nobody asked a question, he 
would continue to sit in silence. 
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Nikos: But it was not a rule. 

Ramesh: He didn't insist that people meditate with him. If asked, he would 
answer questions. Otherwise, he would sit quietly. 

Claire: The big difference is when rules and regulations about silence are imposed. Many 
seekers, and maybe some gurus, believe that the transmission from the guru to the disciple 
can best occur in, or with the help of, silence. Silence doesn't mean the absence of words. \Ne 
are talking about silence of the mind, which can occur with or without words, right? 

Ramesh: You sit in silence with a group of people and a guru. But thoughts 
keep on coming to you. Is that silence? That is not silence. 

Claire: Is that why seekers sit with their gurus in silence, without words? 

Madhukar: To sit in silence with the guru is used as a method to reach the silence of the 
state of pure Consciousness. It is said that the guru's state is being transmitted to, and 
felt and experienced by, the disciple, in the silence of the guru's presence. That's what we 
disciples are told. 

Ramesh: The point is that the guru's physical presence does something to the 
disciple's spiritual progress, which is not explainable in phenomenal terms. 


32.2 The Most Powerful Methods: Self-Inquiry and Surrender 

Chuck: Do you have any methods which you suggest to your devotees. Self-inquiry for instance? 

Ramesh: Self-inquiry is really not a method. In fact, Ramana Maharshi used to 
say that Self-inquiry is the direct path. His teaching was extremely simple. If 
anybody asked him a question, he would reply, "Find out who wants to know." 
He would suggest to the questioner to inquire who he is by posing the question 

to himself. Who am I? What is this T? Who is this T?" This process is called 
Self-inquiry. 

The mind wants an answer to these questions. Traditionally, the seeker is 
first told, You are not the mind, you are not the senses, you are not the body, 
you are not this, you are not that...." Having accepted this, the question "Who 
am I? is still not answered. On further inquiry, one finds out that the "I" 
doesn t exist, but that the "I" is the "me," the mind. Ramana's suggestion is just 

to stick to the question, "Who am I?" If one persists, the "me" will disapp 
into the "I-I." 
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Nikos: Is it sticking to the question, or sticking to the “l"? 

Ramesh: Ramana says, if you stick to the "me," then the "me" disappears into 
the "I." If you know the "I," then you will have no question to ask anybody, 
including yourself. 

Nikos: What is meant by sticking to the "me"? 

Ramesh: Stick to the "me" without trying to find out who the "me" is. So, who 
is this "me" which wants to know what it is? To whom does this question 
arise? The answer is: to "me." Now, one asks oneself, "Who am I?" If you keep 
doing the Self-inquiry long enough, then this "me" will disappear into the "I-I." 
That's what Ramana Maharshi says. 



Chuck: How do you stick to the "me" without wanting to know what the "me" is? 

Ramesh: You simply ask who the "me" is. And don't try to answer the question. 
Stick simply to the question. 

Self-inquiry may not work for many people. For those people, there are 
other methods. But for Ramana Maharshi, only two very powerful methods 
exist: Self-inquiry and surrender. Surrender to whom? Surrender to God. 
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Surrender what? What capital do you have to surrender to God? What can you 
call your own? Nothing! You were bom with nothing and you will die with 
nothing. You don't know if you will live even another hour. The joke goes like 
this: a very rich man died. Somebody asked, "How much did he leave?" The 
answer was, "Everything." 

You have nothing to surrender except the feeling of the "me," which thinks 
and believes it has free will and can do what it likes. You can't give up the 
"me." But when you truly understand that there is no free will — that whatever 
has happened, is happening, and will continue to happen does so irrespective 
of the "me" — then the purely conceptual "me" with its sense of personal 
doership, will automatically drop away. And you will come to understand 
truly that whatever happens is God's Will, or the impersonal functioning of 
Totality. The "me" has disappeared. 

Madhukar: You said earlier that in Self-inquiry the "me" disappears into the “I-I." 
Wouldn't it be more precise to say that the "me" actually disappears into a sense of 
presence during any given moment of the inquiry? Isn't the "me” actually disappearing 
into the "I-Am"? 

Ramesh: You see, in the ordinary person, as in the seeker, the sense of presence 
is usually the "me." So, when the "me" disappears into the "I-I," then there is 
really no sense of presence. 

Madhukar: Then let us use the term "impersonal sense of presence" instead. That 
would be correct? 

Ramesh: But even there... The impersonal sense of presence is the "I-I." 

Madhukar: But the impersonal sense of presence is also the " I-Am ," as the sense of 
being or existing during the wakefulness of the body-mind organism, isn't it? 

Ramesh: Yes, the "I-Am" is in the waking state. So, you are in the "I-Am" in the 
waking state if you are truly convinced that there is no "me" doing anything. 

Madhukar: Right. Then whatever happens, happens, so to speak, within the impersonal 
sense of presence. 

Ramesh: You see, the impersonal sense of presence doesn't happen when you 

f. r f u S1 ^ ng ln medltation - ^ true meditation, the sense of presence disappears. 
What happens in your deep sleep? 

Madhukar: There is no sense of presence. 



Ramesh: Correct. There is no sense of presence in deep sleep because there is 
no sense of personal presence. The sense of personal presence comes into 
existence when you wake up. After waking up you will say, "I had a sound 
sleep," or, "I had a bad sleep." Something was present during the deep sleep 
which could register the quality of your sleep. And that is the "I-I." But we 
speak of the "I-I" in phenomenality as the "I-Am." But there is no difference 
between the two. All there is, is the impersonal Consciousness. 


32.3 For God and Man, There is no Present and no Future — 

Only the Past Happens 

Nikos: Is the process of manifestation governed by the law of causality? The "me" has 
nothing to do with this process , right? 

Ramesh: What is causality? What I understand is that A does not lead to B. 
Rather, B had to happen, therefore A happens. 

Nikos: Could you make it clearer? 

Ramesh: Certainly. Because of an accident, so-and-so died. I say because so- 
and-so had to die at that time and place, the accident had to happen. The 
whole picture of what is going to happen in manifestation in the future exists 
already. Because the view of the human being is limited, it sees what happens 
as causes and effects, and it says this leads to that, and that to that, etc. If 
everything is pre-existing, then even the view of causality falls away. But in 
order to understand life intellectually and phenomenally, we see it as governed 
by causality, which is karma. Karma means action. And the theory of action 
means causality. 

The Hindu and the Buddhist religions attach the karma theory to the 
individual, saying, "You have difficulty in this present life because in your 
previous life you did a bad thing." 

Nikos: But the "you" does not exist. 

Ramesh: Correct. Specific body-mind organisms are created and programmed 
by God so that certain actions and events will happen through them. For the 
millions of Jews to be killed — which was part of God's Will — a body-mind 
organism called Hitler had to be conceived and created. Because Yitzhak Rabin, 
the Israeli Prime Minister, had to be killed, his murderer was created. 

Nikos: But we could also see it vice-versa. For Rabin's murder to happen, Rabin had to 
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be created, in order to supply the victim for the murderer, 

Ramesh: Well, Rabin was seventy-two years old. ^ !\'!t< <^ 

He was created first. The murderer was a young 

man. 

Nikos: But what has time to do with it, since in your view there is no causality? You 
say whatever is going to happen exists already. So, there is no time. 

Ramesh: What I am saying is that Rabin and his murderer and the event of 
the murder, and the whole manifestation, existed already. Actually, whatever 
is happening at present, and will happen in the future, is part of one picture 
and already exists. It's just that we can't see it all. I compare it with a ten- 
mile long picture which we can only see bit by bit. We need time to see it to 
the end. Time is the mechanism through which actions happen. 

There is no "you"-entity whom God punishes or rewards for its good or 
bad deeds, either in this life or in a future life. My point is that actions are 
not produced through you and your free will. God produces those actions 
through that body-mind organism. There is no individual to be punished or 
rewarded by God. It has to be this or that. For Rabin to be assassinated, God 
created a psychopathic body-mind organism who was born to particular 
parents, and whose conditioning in his environment was such that the action 
of killing Rabin could happen through that body-mind organism. The whole picture 
is already there. 



Time & Space 

For God: The future is as old as the past. 
For man: Manifestation (including man) exists 
only when it is observed. 

“Time" and ”space” appear with it. 
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Madhukar: Y our teaching, then, must mean that for us —and, for that matter, for 
God — there cannot be any future, not even the present. There is only the past. 

Ramesh: Yes. 

Madhukar: Because whatever happens now existed already, before it actually manifests, 
and is seen and experienced only in the moment which is called the present. In this way, 
nothing has really ever happened, or nothing is really ever happening. 

Ramesh: Nothing really happens. Everything is already there. In the Bhagavad 
Gita, Lord Krishna tells Arjuna, "You don't want to fight because you think 
you are going to kill your relatives, friends and teachers. But I, as Time, have 
already killed them. In the present moment, you are only the instrument through 
which the killing happens. And even if you decide not to kill them, the energy 
inside your body will kill them. If you believe it is you who has killed them, you 
will be unhappy. But if you understand that, as Time, I have already killed them, 
then there will be no "you"-entity who thinks you have killed them." 

Nikos: This is the whole secret. 

Ramesh: Absolutely correct. Everything is already there. We are merely a 
programmed instrument through which certain outputs are being obtained, 
and these are thought of as good or bad. 

32.4 Your Output isn't your Action — It's God's Action 

Claire: Any act will be seen as both good and bad. It all depends on who is judging it. 

Ramesh: Absolutely correct. After Rabin's assassination there was great grief in 
Israel, but great rejoicing in the Arab world — as was seen on the BBC program. 

There is no "me." All there is, is a body-mind organism so programmed — 
via genes and environmental conditioning — that it is nothing less than a pro¬ 
grammed computer. The inputs produce outputs according to the program¬ 
ming. Ten different computers with different programming will produce dif¬ 
ferent outputs. God uses billions of computers which all are different, because 
of the DNA. No two are alike. The outputs are God's actions. If God wants an 
output from the computer called Nikos, he will send an input in the form of a 
thought or a perception, to which the brain reacts and provides the output. 
This output is not your action, but God's. There is no question of me surren¬ 
dering anything. The "me" just doesn't exist. 

Nikos: The illusion that one has personal choice and free will must also be programmed. 
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And if Consciousness realizes the Truth through a body-mind organism, that is also 
God's Will, right? 

Ramesh: Enlightenment is also part of the destiny of that organism. 

Nikos: Is the event of enlightenment also programmed? 



Ramesh: If enlightenment is destined for an organism, it will be programmed 
in such a way that that destiny can be fulfilled. For the event of enlightenment 
to happen, a body-mind organism is programmed with a tremendous receptivity 
or understanding. 

The final understanding for a seeker is that enlightenment may not happen 
through his organism, if it is not God's Will. The seeking, which begins with an 
individual who wants enlightenment, cannot end until this understanding 
happens. Then, enlightenment is likely to happen at any moment. 

Nikos: So, nothing can be done? 

Ramesh: Correct. Nobody can achieve enlightenment. No amount of sadhana 






can produce enlightenment. 

Nikos: But sadhana may be destined for a body-mind organism, and it will therefore be 
programmed in such a way that it is able to do it. But it is not the sadhana which will 
bring enlightenment. 

Ramesh: That is absolutely correct. 

Nikos: Since there is no distinction between God and the guru, and since the guru 
knows that the whole picture is already there — including the event of enlightenment — 
he doesn't find it necessary to intervene in the phenomenal process, which is destined and 
has therefore already happened, so to speak. 

Ramesh: That is correct. Therefore, the guru considers himself as part of God's 
phenomenal mechanism, acting as a midwife for enlightenment to happen in a 
seeker. He considers himself merely to be a body-mind organism which is 
programmed to play the role of a guru. There are two organisms. One is 
programmed to play the disciple, and the other to play the guru. The guru 
knows this. Therefore, no genuine guru will tell the disciple to do or not to do 
this or that, and promise enlightenment as a result. 







33.1 On Any Path , No Path, or the Wrong Path — 
Enlightenment Can Happen at Anytime to Anyone 

Nikos: The definition of enlightenment, according to you, is the same as the one of 
Ramana Maharshi. But nevertheless, it is a concept. 

Ramesh: Indeed. What I am saying is a concept. 

Nikos: In the beginning, a seeker will understand intellectually what you are saying. 

Ramesh: But the seeker’s final understanding of what I am teaching will go 
beyond the concept. The intellect of a seeker may understand the concepts, but 
the deepening of the understanding from the intellect to the Heart, is not in 
your hands. Krishna describes the sage in the Bhagavad Gita. He says, whatever 
the sage does — be it any of the ten activities, such as eating, walking, drinking, 
and so on — he never has the sense of personal doership. That is the final stage. 

Madhukar: I heard you say that enlightenment can happen at any moment to anyone, 
because the process of enlightenment in phenomenality is not linear. Quantum jumps 
are possible. And as was the case with Ramana Maharshi, sadhana may not even be 
necessary. 

Ramesh: That is correct. 

Madhukar: That means that any concepts — including no concept at all, or wrong 
concepts can sink into the Heart, and the understanding of the seeker then transcends 
all concepts. 

Ramesh: Absolutely correct. 

Madhukar: So, itdoesn t matter on which path a seeker finds himself, or which concepts 
are being taught to him. Enlightenment can strike in spite of the concepts, so to speak. 
Enlightenment can happen for a seeker in the Osho Commune, or for a seeker of any other 
ashram or guru. 

Ramesh: Sure. It can happen anywhere. 

Madhukar: Say enlightenment happened to a seeker who followed a particular path 
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with a particular 
sadhana. By now 
all sadhana has 
been transcended, 
and all concepts 
have sunk into the 
Heart. In such a 
case, the enlight¬ 
ened one knows 
that it wasn’t the 
sadhana or the 
teaching which 
brought about en¬ 
lightenment, but 
rather an under¬ 
standing tran¬ 
scending both. Af¬ 
ter enlightenment happened, would such an enlightened one still propagate and teach to 
other seekers the path, the sadhana, and the concepts, used by him or her? 

Ramesh: Yes, but enlightenment doesn't happen because of those practices or 
concepts. So, the seekers will not come to enlightenment with the help of those 
concepts or practices, because the final and ultimate understanding of 
enlightenment can only be that there is no individual, either as a seeker or as 
an enlightened one. If there is no individual who is there to teach a path, sadhana, 
or concepts, and to whom? 

Madhukar: So, the enlightened one ivill still talk about concepts, a path, or even 
sadhana, but he will also always remind the seeker that there is no individual who can 
achieve anything. And that's the end of talking or teaching, and cf learning? 

Ramesh: Yes. Then the gurus are not propagating any concepts. You see, they 
are propagating concepts if they don't understand properly. This guru in New 
Delhi is an example. He was teaching the Swedish lady (Maya) who came to 
visit me yesterday. That guru teaches that enlightenment can only happen if 
the kundalini arises. But Ramana Maharshi declared that enlightenment can 
happen irrespective of the arising of the kundalini. 

Nikos: But kundalini might arise? 

Ramesh: Yes, it might, but its arising is not a precondition for enlightenment 
to happen. Why? Because enlightenment simply means there is no sense of 
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personal doership anymore. In "I am enlightened," there is still the individual 
"I," and therefore there cannot be any enlightenment. 

Madhukar: Ramana Maharshi used to say that a thorn is being used to remove another 
thorn which is inbedded in the foot. After the thorn is taken out both thorns are thrown 
away. Similarly, the guru uses concepts to explain the What-is, and after the concepts 
have done their work, they are left behind. 

Ramesh: That has to be so for every concept. 

Madhukar: All ashrams and gurus are using concepts. You may have better concepts ■ 
than others, but in the end, even the best concepts must be left behind. In any case, in my 
opinion other gurus use inferior concepts. 

Ramesh: Provided those gurus actually realize that what they are using are 
only concepts, and are not the Truth. 

Madhukar: But they wouldn't know your concepts because they haven't come across 
them yet. 

Ramesh: Yes. The difference between me and others is that I am stating that what 
I teach are indeed concepts. But if a guru says his teaching is the Truth itself, and 
he doesn't recognize that what he teaches are actually only concepts, then... 

Madhukar: ...he is stuck with those concepts, and the seeker with him. 

Ramesh: That is the point. 

Nikos: But is it possible for a real guru to say something like that? 

Ramesh: For a real guru, no. For a sincere guru, yes. 

Nikos: What's the difference between the two? 

Ramesh: A sincere guru, like the one of the Swedish lady, believes what he is 
saying. 

Nikos: But he lives in illusion. 

Ramesh: Yes, but he doesn't know it. 

Nikos: But can a real guru make such mistakes? 
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Ramesh: No. Therefore, he is not a real guru. 

Nikos: But might a real guru use techniques? 

Ramesh: He may use a technique, provided he explains that it is a technique or 
a concept. But if he tells the disciple that it is the Truth, and not a concept, 
then... 

Nikos: Then he is not a real guru. 

Ramesh: But I go a step further, and say that such a guru is still part of the 
functioning of Totality. You see, for one real guru there may be a hundred 
other gurus. Maybe forty-nine of them think they are enlightened, but they are 
not. But they don't know this — they are sincere. There may be others who 
know that they are not enlightened, and yet still carry on as gurus. Their 
existence, and their misleading of the seekers, is still part of God's Will. 

Nikos: But everything is God's Will, isn't it? 

Ramesh: That is the ultimate understanding to be had. If everything is God's 
Will, then no individual will remains. And this means the total annihilation of 
the individual seeker, and the acceptance of What-is, both good and bad. With 
this understanding, one accepts even the false gurus as part of the functioning 
of Totality. 

33.2 "How Should I Make Decisions and Lead my Life?" 

Two Valid Questions Arising from the Teaching 
"Thy Will Be Done" 

Ramesh: My teaching, put into four words, is, "Thy Will be done." Many 
seekers who understand it intellectually ask two very valid questions. One, "If 
all that happens is part of the functioning of Totality or God's Will, what should 
I do from now on? How should I lead my life?" The answer is to keep doing 
exactly what you have been doing up to now. If a change in your life is to 
happen, this understanding will bring about such a change. Keep making 
decisions as if you have free will, knowing very well underneath that you don't. 

The second valid question being asked is, "If nothing is in my hands, why 
should I make decisions at all? Why should I do anything at all? Why not, then, 
just sit idle and quietly from now on?" 

Nikos: If the seeker is destined to be idle for the rest of his life, he will have been 
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programmed for that specific function, right? 

Ramesh: No, he can't sit idle. There can be no 
programming which can make a man idle for any 
length of time. Why? Because there is consciousness, 
as energy, inside the body-mind organism, and this 
will not let the body-mind organism be idle. That 
energy will produce actions through that body-mind organism. 

Claire: But it is reported that Ramana Maharshi remained idle for long periods of time 
when he first arrived at the temple ofTiruvannamalai, and later in the caves on the hill, 
in which he stayed for twenty-six years before the ashram was started. 


Ramesh: No. Ramana didn't remain idle because there was no "he" to remain 
idle. This you have to understand: "he" did not remain idle. 

Claire: We were talking about the programming of the body-mind organism, and not of 
the non-existent entity, "he." So, the question is whether the reports are correct that the 
body-mind organism called Ramana Maharshi was idle for long periods of time? 


Ramesh: How long? For how long can a 
body-mind organism remain idle? The 
energy inside a body-mind organism will 
not let it be idle. 

Madhukar: I also read that Ramana Maharshi 
quite often stayed physically idle for many days 
at a time. More so in his early days at the holy 
mountain Arunachala. 
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Ramesh: Ramana Maharshi was not idle. In that body-mind organism there 
was this final understanding, called enlightenment. That understanding caused 
the energy not to flow out from that body-mind organism. The energy went 
inside that organism and stayed there. The energy inside an ordinary person — 
an individual body-mind organism — will make that person act. It will manifest 
either as action or thoughts. There is no difference between thought and action. 

Nikos: You could tell the seeker, who thinks he can stay idle after he has heard your 
teaching, that he should just try and see for himself if he is able to. 

Ramesh: Why will he not be able to be idle for any length of time? Because the 
energy in that organism will make actions happen through that body-mind 
organism. Or, at least, thoughts will occur through it. Thinking or doing will 
happen, produced by the energy which moves from inside out in an ordinary 
person. 

But in an organism in which enlightenment has happened, the energy doesn't 
move outward. It stays inside, focused on the Heart. In the enlightened case, 
no actions are then produced. But that can happen only when there is the final 
and total understanding called enlightenment. Then, whatever happens is merely 
witnessed. The sage knows he is not doing anything. 

Ramana Maharshi would sit quietly. He sat in the non-witnessing state. If 
there is nothing to witness, the energy inside the enlightened body-mind 
organism does not produce any witnessing. And if that state of non-witnessing 
is not disturbed for a while, it turns into the samadhi state. If Ramana Maharshi 
was asked a question, he would answer. 

Nikos: Being in which state? 

Ramesh: Being in the state of witnessing. 

Nikos: No, no. He must have been beyond the state of witnessing. He must have 
answered from the state beyond that, no? 

Ramesh: If somebody asked him a question, that question was witnessed, was 
it not? While the question was being asked, it was witnessed by Ramana 
Maharshi. And the brain of the body-mind organism called Ramana Maharshi 
responded to what it heard, and produced an answer. But that answer was not 
an individual answer. It was provided by God or Totality. The answers which 
are happening through this body-mind organism now, are not Ramesh's answers, 
but those of God or Consciousness or Totality. 

There is a very simple test as to whether a guru's answers come from an 
individual point of view, or if Consciousness answers through him. To check 
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this, I often ask seekers who have visited other gurus before coming to see me, 
"Did guru so-and-so think or not before he answered your question?" Thinking 
happens in the individual mind. On the other hand, in a sage the spontaneous 
answers arise because of the questions asked. The answers of a sage therefore 
come straight from Consciousness. 

Nikos: I believe that most of the time answers are also given spontaneously by 
unenlightened people. 

Ramesh: No. If you ask Chuck something, he will think and then answer. Who 
answers? The intellect or the thinking mind. There is no spontaneity at all. 

Nikos: If I ask him, "What is your name? ", he will answer spontaneously with "Chuck." 

Ramesh: In this case, it is not a question of spontaneity. Who answers? If you, 
as an individual called Nikos, ask another individual called Chuck something, 
Nikos will receive the answer from an individual. If you as an individual ask a 
sage a question, the answer just happens spontaneously, and it is therefore not 
coming from an individual but from Consciousness. In the case of a sage, the 
questions being asked by the disciple, and the answers coming out of the sage, 
are both being witnessed. You think that you as an individual are asking 
questions, and Ramesh as an individual is giving answers. But this is not true. 
Ramesh is not an individual. 

Nikos: An unenlightened person can answer questions about his profession spontaneously, 
without thinking at all, can't he? 

Ramesh: But who answers? Doesn't his answer come from a personal entity 
with a sense of "me"? Spontaneity has nothing to do with the individuality. In 
the case of a non-sage, it is the individual who answers the question, albeit 
spontaneously. 

Nikos: But the answer might be given spontaneously. 

Ramesh: And yet by an individual. 

Nikos: And he thinks it is "he" who gave the answer. 

Ramesh. That is the point. But as long as you think that in the case of a sage the 
answer comes from an individual, you do not accept that "my" answers are the 
answers of Consciousness. But mind you — and I repeat it time and again — 
whatever I say, whatever any sage or any scriptures have said, are concepts. If 


268 



a seeker asks a question, I don't have to answer it. But why do I answer it? The 
answers come out of compassion. The answers come out of a body-mind 
organism whose role is to be a guru and to give answers. 

Nikos: I am a professional painter. If asked about a color composition, I am able to 
answer such a question without thinking. 

Claire: Such an answer is not spontaneous , it is mechanical. It is not even coming from 
an individual. 

Ramesh: What does it matter if such an answer is spontaneous or not? Whose 
answer is it? That is the point. You think spontaneity is something special. It is 
not. It can be mechanical. 

Madhukar: Perhaps what Nikos wants to say is that in a spontaneous answer there is 
no "me," there is no identified individual. There is no involved, individual thinking 
mind present. 

Ramesh: That is not true. In the answer, "My name is Chuck," or simply, 
"Chuck," the identified individual "me" is very much there. Spontaneity does 
not mean the absence of the "me." The intellect may not be needed, though. 

Nikos: In a sage, there is still identification with the name and the body, isn't there? 
Therefore, does the functional mind still work in him? 

Ramesh: So long as the body-mind organism of a sage lives, there is the total 
understanding that there is no individual doer. But the operational mind still 
works in him. That I call the working mind. The sage's answers come through 
the working mind. What works through the organism of the sage is via the 
working mind. 

On the other hand, if Ramana was called by name, he responded. That is 
identification with the name and the body-mind organism, which continues 
after enlightenment until its death. But in the case of a non-sage, his answers to 
a question come from the individual personally-involved thinking mind. 

Nikos: In other words, in the unenlightened person there are psychological interferences. 

Ramesh: In any case, it is not a question of spontaneity, but of individuality. 

Madhukar: If somebody does answer spontaneously without the thinking mind, at that 
moment of the answer happening it could be the working mind in action. 
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Ramesh: No, no. If the working mind is in action, it doesn't mean that the 
answer is spontaneous, and that the intellect is not necessary. 

Nikos: But a specialist at work... 

Ramesh: ...it is the working mind in action, in that case. 

Nikos: As a professional painter , I can produce any color quickly , spontaneously. 

Ramesh: So what, Nikos? You can do it because the working mind is so efficient. 
An answer is so spontaneous because the working mind is so efficient and 
quick, and we call it spontaneous. 

Nikos: But in the very short time in which the answer comes, the "me" is simply in a 
coma. 

Ramesh: Because it is the working mind which operates. And in the working 
mind, there is no "me." The "me" is the thinking mind. The concepts of the 
thinking mind and the working mind have been explained in great detail in my 
book Consciousness Speaks. Read the item. 

Nikos: Maybe so. I don't remember reading anything about that. 

Ramesh: That is a very, very important section. Both the thinking mind and 
the working mind have to dip into the past memory. The working mind operates 
in the present, using information from the past. But it is concerned only with 
the planned objectives, not with the good or bad consequences of its work in 
the future. It dips into the past, but stops at the present moment. The thinking 
mind goes into the past and projects into the future by saying, "I produced that 
green in the past, and the painting didn't sell. Therefore, if I want to sell this 
picture, I have to use another kind of green." The working mind is not concerned 
with the sale of the painting. 




34.1 Consciousness Cannot Understand An Object: 
Consciousness Is All There Is 

Nikos: Intellectually, I have understood your teaching. Why does Consciousness then 
not break.the identification as a “me" in this body-mind organism, called Nikos? Why, 
then, is this organism not seen as merely an instrument, as part of the functioning of 
Totality? 

Ramesh: Is your question, "Why does Consciousness identify itself with each 
body-mind organism and create a 'me'?" 

Nikos: No. Why does Consciousness, which seems to have understood all these things 
you are teaching... 

Ramesh: Wait a minute. Consciousness has not understood anything. Con¬ 
sciousness is all there is. Consciousness has no object to understand. 

Nikos: I meant the identified consciousness. 

Ramesh: The identified consciousness is the reason for the feeling that the 
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"me" is separate from the rest of manifestation. That identification with an 
individual makes a person say, "I have free will and I am responsible for what 
I am doing " So, your basic question is still, "Why has the impersonal 
Consciousness identified itself with an individual body-mind organism?" 

Nikos: / may come to that question. 

Ramesh: You have to come to that question. Your question really boils down 
to, "Why does Nikos feel separate from the rest of the world?" 

Nikos: That is not my question. 

Madhukar: / hear Nikos asking, "Since I have understood all that you are teaching, 
why does the identification as a separate "me" continue in my case?" After all, he has 
translated two of your books into Greek. 

Ramesh: Because "me" has not understood. "Me" has separated itself.. 

Nikos: I am sorry, l don't mean that. 

Ramesh: Madhukar, I don't think he wants to ask that. 

Nikos: What I want to ask is perhaps not possible to be put into words. I'll try to give 
an explanation. Why is Consciousness... 

Ramesh: ...has identified itself... 

Nikos: That s not exactly what I want to ask. Let me explain. An event is witnessed by 
myself and by my wife. Both the brains react differently. What we call our action is 
nothing else than a reaction of the brain to the event, according to the programming of 
the brain. And because of the different reactions of the two organisms, I get the illusion 
that she is another being. 

Ramesh. ^ That s how it is. That's why each "me" considers itself separate from 
another "me." That's the position. Your question can only be, "Why is it so?" 

Nikos. That is not my question. I just wanted to give an explanation of how I have 
understood what you teach. 

Ramesh: Where is the explanation? 

Nikos: The illusion that she is... 
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Ramesh: ...separate. The whole illusion is based oh the "me" thinking he is 
separate. 

Nikos: I said that. Now we have probably come to the question you think I have. 

Ramesh: Yes. The question arises: why should there be this identification which 
makes each person feel separate from manifestation, and from each other? 

Nikos: For this creation and life to exist. 

Ramesh: Correct. The "me" arises because the "me" thinks and feels separate 
from the others. And each person acts differently, and therefore says, "I am 
different from somebody else." That doesn't need an explanation. That is a fact. 

34.2 Memory and Mind — Different Faculties 

Sushila: There are moments in our daily life in which there is no thinking mind and no 
working mind. We might call them moments of peace or no-mind. How does the thinking 
mind then remember, afterwards, that it was not there? 

Ramesh: Because there was a sense of peace. 

Sushila: After the no-mind state, the thinking mind state comes back. How does it know 
that there was a no-mind state? 

Ramesh: The thinking mind comes back and says, "That period of no mind 
was peaceful." It remembers those moments. 

Sushila: Is the memory part of the thinking mind? 

Ramesh: No. Memory is memory. And both the thinking and working minds 
can dip into the memory. 

Sushila: That means the memory is something zvhich is apart from the thinking mind 
and the working mind, right? 

Ramesh: Memory is totally aside, that's right. 

Sushila: Does memory belong to the mind, or to Consciousness? 

Ramesh: Memory is part of Consciousness. Memory is part of the mechanism 
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of Conscious™ 


Sushila: After a moment of no-mind, 
"it" remembers those moments of no¬ 
mind. The "it" is the memory? 

Ramesh: That is memory. 

Sushila: And not the thinking mind? 

Ramesh: It is not the thinking mind. 
The thinking mind clicks in after the 
thought of that state appears in 
consciousness, coming from the 
memory. The thinking mind thinks 
of that state as peaceful, and wants 
it again. 


Sushila: Does the memory exist even in a moment of no-mind? 

Ramesh: The memory comes later. 

Sushila: But, during the time in which the no-mind state happens, doesn't memory 
have to exist in order to register and subsequently be able to remember that state? 

Ramesh: Just what that state of no-mind is, while it happens, the thinking 
mind doesn't know, except as a realization afterwards that that state was pleasant 
and peaceful. 

Sushila: I do not yet understand fully what you are explaining. In my opinion, there 
must be memory present during the state of no-mind in order to register that state, so 
that it can be remembered later by the thinking or the working mind. 

Ramesh: Yes, but the memory is what the thinking mind creates from the past. 

Madhukar: \Ne have a similar situation in deep sleep, which is just longer in duration, 
compared to a moment of no-mind during the waking state. In deep sleep, the mind is 
not there. And still we remember after waking up whether we have slept well or not. 

Ramesh: That is correct. The mind is not there in deep sleep. But there is the 
memory of having slept. 
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Madhukar: What is the mechanism of remembering? How does the memory work? /s a 
memory-mechanism operating and recording during sleep? 

Ramesh: The question of memory doesn't really arise here. 

Sushila: I always thought that the memory was the thinking mind. 

Ramesh: No. Not at all. You see, if you are working at something, then the 
working mind also dips into the past memory and says, "I did something wrong 
when I did this job last time. Now I must not commit the same mistake again." 
The working mind dips into the past and stops at the present moment. The 
thinking mind dips into the past and projects into the future. That is the big 
difference. 

Sushila: Are you saying tlmt the memory exists in deep sleep? 

Ramesh: Yes. 

Madhukar: So, the memory can function during deep sleep or during the waking state? 
Ramesh: Yes, sure. 

Madhukar: What is the difference between amnesia and a black-out, an unconsciousness 
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caused by fainting? 

Ramesh: Those are technical words which the psychologist can probably explain 
to you. 

Madhukar: From my own experience, I know that during a black-out there is no 
awareness at all. One knows nothing, just like during deep sleep. On becoming conscious, 
one remembers first that there was just darkness or dark-blueness, and the feeling of deep 
relaxation. And then one remembers slowly who one is, one recognizes where one is, and 
one begins to remember what happened. 

Ramesh: Yes, during a black-out, consciousness is not present. In amnesia, 
consciousness is present. 

Madhukar: But no "me"? 

Ramesh: The "me" is present, but the "me" does not know who he is or where 
he is. During amnesia, it is the "me" who is asking, "Where am I? What time is 
it?" That which asks these questions is the "me." 

Madhukar: Is a fainting fit similar to a coma state? 

Ramesh: Yes. When you come out of a coma, you know —you remember — 
that during a certain time you were not aware of anything. 

Madhukar: We don t know how much time has passed during the coma or during deep 
sleep. But we come to know afterwards that a coma has happened. 

Ramesh: That is correct. 

Madhukar: So, is the memory of the happening just automatic? 

Ramesh: You may not remember how long you have slept until you see the 
clock. But the memory that you were sleeping is there. 


34.3 Staying in the "I-Atn," at Work and in Daily Life - Acting 
without the Sense of Personal Doership 


Chuck You said that Maharaj used to say. "Stay in the ' I-Am/ stay in the beingness." 
mjselfdm'tT? * ^ bemgr ' ess " is — ’ have t0 what beingness is for 
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Ramesh: You know what it is. And what is it? It is your consciousness. In deep 
sleep or in a coma you wouldn't know the awareness. Awareness is that which 
makes you feel you are present. The sense of presence is the awareness, the "I- 
Am." TTie sense-of awareness as "I am Chuck" is the "me." There are moments 
in which the "me" is not there, such as in times of deliberate meditation, or when 
such moments just come over you. When the "me" is absent, the "I-Am" is present. 
But when you deliberately want those moments to remain, they disappear. 

Maharaj used to say, "Be in the 'I-Am.Maharaj should have been asked, 
"How can I be in the T-Am'?" Maharaj, Ramana Maharshi, and others, all of 
them say you must be in the "beingness" all day long. The question which they 
should have been asked, and the question which most people didn't ask, is, 
"How can I be in the 'I-Am' when I am working?" The answer is that when you 
are working, you are in the "I-Am." That is, you are in the "I-Am" when you 
are not involved as a "me" with a sense of personal doership, when "Chuck" is 
not there. You are involved when you are "Chuck." And "Chuck" is not there 
during his daily work when whatever is happening is merely witnessed. Merely 
witnessing whatever happens in daily life is being in the "I-Am." 

Madhukar: But while I am totally involved in my work, witnessing cannot happen at 
the same time. 

Ramesh: That is true, but during work there is no thinking mind. 

Madhukar: But there is also no witnessing, because the working happens with total 
attention. The awareness melts into total work, and only the work remains. 

Ramesh: Therefore, during work, "being" means the absence of mental 
involvement by the thinking mind. 

Madhukar: So, witnessing dissolves, so to speak, and becomes total and complete 
absorption in work. 

Ramesh: During total absorption in work the question of witnessing doesn't arise. 
Madhukar: Witnessing becomes "pure" work. 

Ramesh: When there is the working mind, the thinking mind is absent. That 
means absence of the "me." If the thinking mind is absent, mental horizontal 
involvement is absent. Absence of involvement means absence of the "me." If 
involvement is absent you are in the "I-Am." So, if you are truly working with 
total attention, you are in the "I-Am." 


Sushila: When Ramana Maharshi or Maharaj exclaim, “Be in the T-Am' all day long 




it looks as if something can be done to achieve such a task. 

Ramesh: I know. The only way it can be done — or rather, the only way it can 
happen, is when you are not involved with the thinking mind. But that happens 
very rarely. Usually the thinking mind interrupts and says, '"The work is great. 
The picture is coming along beautifully. I like it. But will it sell? How much money 
will it bring? What will I do with it?" That is the thinking mind which interrupts 
the working process, during which there were no such thoughts. 

Sushila: Are you saying that in the working mind there is no witnessing? 

Ramesh: In the working mind there is no question of witnessing. Witnessing is 
a totally different concept. 

Sushila: Then I don't understand what you are saying. 

Ramesh: Witnessing is the absence of horizontal involvement with the thinking 
mind. To the extent that in the working mind there is absence of involvement, 
you can call that something like witnessing. 
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Sushila: But then these are two completely different things, being in the working mind 
and witnessing. 

Ramesh: Totally different. 

Madhukar: Awareness of being in the working mind is not possible at the same time in 
which one is totally absorbed in one's work. That is my experience. 

Sushila: There is no witnessing in the working mind, that's what he wants to say. Is 
that so?. 

Ramesh: There is no need to witness while the working mind is in operation. 

Sushila: During the operation of the working mind, the working mind and witnessing 
are one thing. Is that what it is? 

Ramesh: That is correct. 

Sushila: But on the other hand, there is witnessing of emotions or thoughts, and so forth. 

Ramesh: Yes, certainly. There is witnessing of an object. An object like a thing 
or a feeling or an event or a thought or whatever, as perceived by one of the 
senses, can be merely witnessed, without getting involved in it. The other 
possibility is to get involved in it with the thinking mind. 

A simple example is anger. If anger is witnessed it will disappear. But if 
you get involved in that anger, the thinking mind will say, "I became angry." 
The difference is in the attitude. In witnessing one understands, "Anger has 
arisen and it is accepted." In involvement one will say, "I was angry and I 
should not have become angry. Anger is bad, I should control myself." 

Sushila: When witnessing and working with total attention are one, we speak of being 
"total'' in what we are doing, right? That is totality. 

Ramesh: No. You see, when I talk of the working mind or witnessing, what do 
those two words mean? Two words which describe two different situations. 
But what is common with witnessing and the working mind? The absence of 
the involvement of the thinking mind, the ego, the "me." Absence of 
involvement can happen either in the working mind or in witnessing. 

Nikos: In other words, absence of involvement means absence of personal doership? 

Ramesh: That is correct. 
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34.4 With the Appearance of the Manifestation, the "I-I" 
Becomes the "I-Am"; the "I-I"and the "I-Am" are notTwo 

Nikos: In order to be able to experience the sense of being, we must have the concepts of 
time and space, right? 

Ramesh: No, not at all. The feeling that you exist is always in the present 
moment. Being is not part of time and space. The body is in time and space. 

Nikos: But is there a possibility of having the sense of being without having a body? 

Ramesh: Yes, sure. When you are in samadhi, for instance. Or during moments 
when you are so quiet that you have no sense of the body. But awareness is 
there in those moments. 

Nikos: But can anybody be in samadhi without the body? 

Ramesh: You see, samadhi is concerned with the object of the body. Conscious¬ 
ness is not aware of itself in samadhi. 

Nikos: I don't mean that. 

Ramesh: You see, Consciousness-not-aware-of-itself becomes aware of itself 
when there is the Big Bang —when manifestation appears. You are talking 
about that which is not a concept. And the only thing which is not a concept is 
the awareness of being, existing. There cannot be any awareness without the 
body. 

Nikos: The sense of being is the first thought, the first concept, that comes. 

Ramesh: The awareness and the body go together. And it is not a concept. The 
awareness comes with the body. Can there be awareness without the body, or 
can there be a body without awareness? The feeling of being alive, of being 
present, that feeling may need a body, yes. But where is the concept? 

Nikos: A concept is the... 

Ramesh: A concept is something which cam either be accepted or rejected. 
Nikos: Isn't the sense of being not also just a feeling, a thought? 

Ramesh: No, no. The sense of being alive... 
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Nikos: As far as 1 have understood, Ramana Maharshi says that the first thought is the 
thought, "I exist," and from that first thought all other thoughts sprout. 

Ramesh: No, no. What Ramana Maharshi is saying is that all thoughts are 
based on the thought of the ''me." If there is no "me," there is no thinking 
mind. That is what he means. The Maharshi did not know much English. The 
Maharshi did not distinguish between the thinking mind and the working mind 
the way I do. The Maharshi had only one word for "I" available in Tamil, for 
which, in English, two different words are used; namely, "I" and "me." 

Nikos: Can you make it more clear? 



ZAaf a/Qs 

(A/s bifftsf cnea 'Hon s 

^/cirrVJ the- fast 
._' 50 




c ----- 



1 


I- 

The "me "-thought leads to further thinking 


Ramesh: In the Indian languages there is no distinction between "I" and "me." 
For both concepts, only the word "I" is available. The "I" to which Ramana 
Maharshi referred to — as the first thought which leads to further thinking — is 
the "me"-thought, and not the "I" which stands for awareness or beingness. He 
used the expression "Id" for what represents beingness, and he used the expression 
"I-thought" for what I call the "me." He said that all thinking is based on the "I- 
thought." That's how he made the distinction between the "I-I," as the impersonal 
Awareness, and the "I-thought," as the personalized, identified awareness. 
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34.5 The Only Question: "Am I Seeking, or is God Seeking?" 

Ramesh: My teaching, put into one sentence, is: all there is, is Consciousness. 

Nikos: Aham Brahmasmi ^ I am Brahman, I am God. 

Ramesh: But even in Aham Brahmasmi there is duality, Nikos. 

Nikos: It means: "I and Brahman are one and the same" — one in Consciousness, not 
in phenomenality. 

Ramesh: In that case, why do you say, "I am Brahman," and not "There is only 
Brahman ?" The sufi (Muslim mystic), in his ecstasy and fervor, shouts, "I am 
God!" But even that is still in duality. And the Upanishads say, "Thou Art That," 
or "I am Brahman." 

Nikos: In these statements, the individual is addressed, right? 

Ramesh: That's correct. And the individual doesn't know yet what it is. It still has 
to find out and ask, "Who am I?" And the individual — the "me" that you think 
you are — is told that it is truly nothing other than Consciousness. Instead of "I 
am That," I prefer to say, "All there is, is Consciousness," or "All there is, is God." 

Nikos: But there is still somebody who feels so, and who says that. 

Ramesh: Only if you say that. If you truly understand that all there is, is God 
or Consciousness, where is the need to say it? The need to say it arises only if 
somebody asks questions. If I truly understand that all that happens is the 
functioning of God or Consciousness, where is the question of me asking anything? 

Nikos: And answering anything as well... 

Ramesh: The point is, all questions disappear. "Am I doing it or is God doing 
it? That is the only question. After this question is answered in God's favor, 
there is no further question anymore. 


Madhukar: And What-is remains as it is, and what was, was, and what will be, will be. 

Ramesh. If I know that it is not my will but God's Will that prevails, then in 
judging somebody, whom do I judge? In knowing that my actions are not 
mine, and somebody else's actions are not his, how then can I call anybody my 



enemy, and how can I feel proud and happy if I have done something "good," 
or guilty and frustrated if I have done something "bad." All actions and events 
are God's actions and events. God is simply functioning through the billions of 
body-mind organisms. With this understanding, the feelings of guilt, pride, 
and enmity disappear, and life becomes more simple and peaceful. 

Nikos: Who has the feeling that it has free will? 

Ramesh: That is the "me," which is a concept. 

Nikos: Can the "me," the concept, surrender itself? If it could, it would mean it has 
personal volition, right? 

Ramesh: The "me" can't surrender. In the final surrender, there is no individual 
surrenderer. Surrender happens when there is the final acceptance that all that 
happens is God's Will. The "me" cannot accept God's Will. When God's Will is 
accepted, the "me" disappears. And this disappearance of the "me" into God's 
Will is the surrender which happens. 

Nikos: Since the "me" cannot surrender itself to God, it is also not the "me" which 







understands the teaching , right? It is understanding without an understander. 
Understanding the teaching intellectually may be interesting, but it is not enough. 

Ramesh: Of course, it is not enough. 

Nikos: But is intellectual understanding necessary? 

Ramesh: It is necessary for one reason: the seeking begins with an individual, 
and ends with the annihilation of the individual "me" or the seeker who wants 
enlightenment. Only in a rare case, like Ramana Maharshi — maybe one in a 
billion — does the seeking not really begin with an individual. He didn't do 
any sadhana or practice. Rather, he had a sudden experience of death. He reported 
that he didn't go to a doctor or into a panic. He just witnessed the process of 
his death: the body getting ill, dying, being cremated. 

Claire: Ramana asked himself during that process, "Who am I? Who dies? What dies?" 

Ramesh: He didn't want to find out. He didn't ask these questions. The 
questions arose. There was the awareness that the body was lying there dead, 
and then being cremated. He had that immediate, intuitive understanding that 
the body is merely something made of the five elements. That which functions 
through the body-mind organism continues to live after the body’s death. 



Why Enlightenment May or May Not Happen 



















Epilogue 


Dear reader, you have now come to the end of the book. Putting it down 
and reflecting on what you have read, you may find that you have fully under¬ 
stood Ramesh's teaching. You may realize that your concern —or was it even 
an obsession? — with your spiritual search has ceased. If you find that you are 
blessed with the deep and total understanding and unshakable conviction, borne 
out by your direct intuitive experience, that: 

1. the totality of manifestation is merely an appearance in Con¬ 
sciousness like a dream, and its functioning is an impersonal, self¬ 
generated process in phenomenality; 

2. the billions of sentient body-mind organisms (including your 
own) are merely the instruments or dreamed characters through 
which this impersonal process takes place; 

3. there is truly no doer, no separate "me"-entity with per¬ 
sonal free will, volition and doership; 

4. whatever happens, happens because of the Will of God or 
Consciousness; 

then your seeking has ceased, and all desire for enlightenment will have died. 
If such is the case, this book has fulfilled its highest possible purpose, and you, 
dear reader, are truly free, living egolessly in utter surrender to God or the 
Absolute. Congratulations! May I now suggest that you help propagate the 
teachings contained herein by recommending this book to your loved ones, 
relatives and friends. Meanwhile, the rest of us look forward with impatience 
and great expectation to the publication of your own book: No More "May's” or 
"May not's" — Enlightenment Has Happened. 

Alternatively, dear reader, despite what you have just read in this book 
you may still be somewhat uneasy. You might feel nonplussed at seeing the 
whole validity of your search shattered, without any final rewarding resolu¬ 
tion. The phrase "Enlightenment may or may not happen" might have acquired 
a certain familiarity for you, but its full significance may yet lie just beyond the 
threshold of your acceptance. The mind might have it all quite clearly as a new 
intellectual paradigm, yet the experiential actuality may seem to somehow lag 
behind. Deep down, you may think or feel that you need to understand the 
teaching somehow "more," "better," or "deeper." If this is the case, it may be 
of some comfort to know that many other recipients of Ramesh's Admita teach¬ 
ing have suffered similar bewilderment. A typical expression of this is con¬ 
tained in the following dialogue, recorded at Ramesh's Kovalam Beach semi¬ 
nar in February 1994: 
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Heide: / have problems with the part of your teaching which holds that it 
is in no way up to me to prepare myself for enlightenment to happen. I just 
can’t believe that I can't do anything for enlightenment. I hear you simply 
say, "Nothing can be done for it to happen." 

Ramesh: Nothing can be done other than what is already happen¬ 
ing. Therefore, I say, let what happens already, happen; let con¬ 
tinue what you have been doing so far. What you want to know is, 

"Can I do something additional to what I was doing so far, or is 
there something which I wasn't doing yet?" Or you want to know, 
"Should I stop doing what I was doing so far?" Both questions 
point to the same thing, that is: you want to become something 
which you are not. Or you want to get something which is not 
there now. 

So, so long as there is a "me" wanting to become something 
which she is not yet, or so long as there is a "me" wanting to get 
something which is not yet there, enlightenment cannot happen. 

The problem is this "me." However, what can be done is accepting 
what happens, witnessing what happens, and let things take their 
own course without waiting for, or expecting, something to come 
or change. That is the only thing which can be done. 

There is nothing to be done other than what you are doing 
now, nor is there anything to be stopped which you are doing 
now. 

Heide: / need to get deeper what you are saying. I need to understand it on 
a deeper level. What you are saying has to sink in deeper. 

Ramesh: No. You cannot get that deeper. ( laughter ) It can only go 
deeper by itself whenever and wherever it wants to. I am not play¬ 
ing with words. What I am saying is the real thing. 

I'll tell you a story of a guru and a disciple . .*. 

The story Ramesh goes on to tell is given in the Introduction of the sequel 
to this book Enlightenment? Who Cares! I have saved it for the second volume 
because it provides a convenient bridge between the two books, and also serves 
perfectly to set the tone for the teachings which it introduces. For now, the 
typically uncompromising response quoted above brings us back, once again, 
to the understanding expressed in this book's title: enlightenment may or may 
not happen. 

Ramesh repeatedly affirms that the spiritual search and its culmination in 
enlightenment are part of the impersonal functioning of Totality. Hence, he 
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tells Heide that, "Nothing can be done other than what is already happening." 
Because the search is part of an impersonal process, the individual seeker can 
in no way influence or determine the form that it takes, or its eventual out¬ 
come. Indeed, the spiritual search is actually a process of disidentification "in 
which the apparently separate 'me'-entity with individual free will and per¬ 
sonal doership gradually weakens until its final and total dissolution is reached." 

This process of disidentification has certain discernible stages through 
which the spiritual seeker passes before enlightenment occurs. These stages, or 
rather the seeker's attitudes towards enlightenment which underlie them, may 
be summarized thus: 

1. "Enlightenment must happen!" — a conviction that enlight¬ 
enment is something which can be achieved; its attainment depends 
solely on the intensity of my own personal volition, efforts and 
deeds to accomplish it. 

2. "Enlightenment may or may not happen" — the recognition 
that the occurrence of enlightenment is not actually in my hands, 
but in God's hands alone. 

3. "Enlightenment? Who Cares!" — the individual seeker (the 
"me"-entity), the seeking and the sought (enlightenment) have dis¬ 
solved; only the impersonal What-is remains. This is the final stage 
prior to the actual occurrence of enlightenment. 

To conclude this volume, and to set the scene for its sequel Enlightenment? 
Who Cares!, let us look a little closer at these three stages. In the first one, the 
seeker entertains the notion that he exists as an individual entity with personal 
volition and doership. He, the subject, wants to experience and enjoy the per¬ 
manent, uninterrupted peace of enlightenment — the object of his desire — and 
he uses all the means at his disposal to achieve it. He thinks to himself: "I want 
enlightenment. I really want it. And I reckon I can get it; I can make it happen 
if I only try hard enough. It sure is tough going, though! I wish I could speed 
things up a bit.... Am I getting anywhere at all? How can I tell? What are the 
signs I should be looking out for? I wonder if, to make real progress, I need to 
do more than I'm doing now. Maybe I should practice longer and harder. Or 
maybe I should try something else — some other method might help me grasp 
the Truth and understand it better, deeper or more fully." Prompted thus, the 
seeker leaves no stone unturned in his search. He finds himself pursuing all 
sorts of practices and exerting every possible effort to attain what he desires. 

The seeker's arrival at the second stage — "Enlightenment may or may not 
happen" — is marked by the realization that he has done everything in his 
power to reach his goal, but it has all been in vain. He remains unenlightened 
and there is nothing more he can do about it. He is faced with the 
incontrovertible fact that he cannot make enlightenment happen through sheer 
force of will, determination, effort, power or actions. He comes to realize that 
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the occurrence of enlightenment is not in his hands, but in the hands of God or 
the Absolute. 

At this second stage, however, the seeker's perspective is not devoid of 
expectation for he still considers himself to be a "me" — an entity separate 
from God. He wishes that through God's Grace he would be granted the 
enlightenment he has been longing to enjoy, yet he also, somewhat wearily, 
recognizes the futility of this wish. His attitude is something like this: "Dear 
God, please, go ahead and do whatever You like. If You wish enlightenment to 
occur in this body-mind organism, then let it occur and if not, then so be it." 

This attitude may be accompanied by a sense of defeat and helplessness, 
or by a sense of freedom and absolution. The seeker may continue with his 
customary spiritual practices but, with the realization that enlightenment may 
or may not happen regardless of what he does or doesn't do, his concern or 
obsession with spiritual progress subsides. He becomes, in effect, a "retired" 
seeker: he has given up all ardent, active and arduous seeking but he still follows 
pretty much the same routine as he did before retirement. In doing so, he is 
driven more by force of habit than by any burning desire or expectation. The 
striving and the quest have been transformed into a kind of waiting, which 
may in turn become a mode of simply being and accepting the What-is as it 
arises. Enlightenment has still not happened, but the unenlightened state no 
longer irks him. He goes about his life in a more relaxed way, accepting (or 
accepting his non-acceptance of) whatever it brings. 

At the third stage — "Enlightenment? Who cares!" —the fictional notion 
of the " me"-entity, of the individual with his sense of personal volition and 
doership, has faded away and, with it, all desire for enlightenment and all 
expectations vanish. Without this "me"-entity, the whole impetus driving the 
search collapses. What prevails is the apperception, borne out by the direct 
intuitive experience, that the whole manifestation is part of an impersonal self¬ 
generated process which is merely an appearance in Consciousness. The ex¬ 
seeker, his guru, and all the other billions of sentient beings are therefore seen 
to be dream characters without volition, mere instruments through which this 
impersonal process takes place. With this understanding, all seeking, all yearning, 
all expectations, questions, doubts, hopes, fears and sufferings come to an end. 

But, you might ask, surely this means that enlightenment has happened? 
In reply, let me ask you: when is an apple ripe? Is it only ripe when it has fallen 
from the branch? I would suggest that it is already ripe just before it falls. And 
so it is with this third stage: the individual has dissolved into egoless maturity, 
like an apple that has ripened on the tree. It still hangs there, suspended, but it 
is ripe now and will fall sometime soon, for sure. When? Who cares! 




Advaita 

Non-duality (a: non; dvaita: duality). The most important branch of Vedanta 
philosophy (see below). The central tenet of Advaita Vedanta is that there is 
no duality between the subject that knows and an object that is known. No 
object is ever known apart from the subject that knows it. So, in truth, they 
are not tw.o, but one. Hence Advaitin : one who follows the Advaita 
philosophy. 

aham 

First person Sanskrit pronoun, equivalent to the English "I." Through the 
false identification of ego, it is habitually taken to mean a person, consisting 
of a body and a mind. But what does it really mean? That is thrown 
fundamentally into question, in Advaita philosophy. See ego, "I-Am," "I-I," 
Self. 

Amritanubhava 

An ancient Hindu scripture in which the great Indian sage Jnaneshwar 
expresses his experience of the unity of the paths of jnana, bhakti and yoga. 
Amritanubhava is translated and discussed by Ramesh S. Balsekar in his book 
Experience of Immortality. 

anubhava 

Direct cognition, perception, experience (anu: after; bhav: to happen). The 
experience that is attained at the end of an action, perception, feeling or 
thought is anubhava. Thus all anubhava leads to the only principle that is not 
a concept — "I-Am." 

arati 

Service in which the sacred flame is waved in circles in front of the image of 
a deity or guru; performed in the early morning or at dusk. 

Bhagavad Gita 

An ancient philosophical and religious text (literally: "The Song of the 
Blessed One") in which the Hindu God, Krishna, tells the warrior Arjuna 
to do his duty and fight a war without attachment to the fruits of action. 

bhajans 

Songs of devotion. 
bhakti 

Devotion as the path of love; hence, bhakta: a devotee who follows the path 
of bhakti. 
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darshan 

Seeing; especially used of an occasion in which one is permitted to see a 
guru or enlightened being, or a God. 

dhoti 

Long piece of cloth worn by men; it is tied around the waist to cover the 
lower part of the body. 

japa 

Repetition (usually after initiation), of a word or words ( mantra) or a name 
of God; japa is a form of meditation which is practiced as a means of stilling 
the mind and invoking grace or enlightenment. 

jnana 

Real and incontrovertible Knowledge; the path of wisdom. 
jnani 

A sage; one who knows and is the ultimate Reality; a liberated or enlightened 
one. 

Jnaneshwar 

A great Advaitin sage who was both a keenly analytical philosopher and a 
moving poet. He thus exemplifies the unity of jnana (knowledge) and bhakti 
(devotion). He was the author of several philosophical and devotional 
works. See Amritanubhava. 

karma 

Action; the principle of causality; the impersonal mechanism by which 
manifestation and life as we know it functions. Thus, cause A (a thought, 
deed, event) leads to effect B, which in turn becomes the cause C leading to 
another effect D, and so on. In Hinduism, karma is the law of retributive 
action which brings back upon the individual doer, in this or a future life, 
good or evil consequences for acts committed. Followers of the path of 
karma aim to reach enlightenment through selfless acts and deeds. 

kundalini 

Latent creative energy which lies coiled at the base of the spine; when 
aroused by spiritual practices, it rises up through the spine to the top of the 
head. Attempts to make kundalini rise are potentially dangerous practice 
unless properly guided by an expert. "The arising of kundalini is not a pre¬ 
requisite for enlightenment." (Ramana Maharshi) 

leela 

Spontaneous objectless play; especially applied to manifestation which is 
understood to be merely the Divine play of Consciousness or God. 



manolaya 

Temporary cessation of mental activity; momentary dissolution of the mind 
into its source. 

manonasha 

Permanent cessation of the "me"-thought; the final and total annihilation 
of the sense of personal doership. 

may a 

Literally a phantom image, an illusion; in Vedanta philosophy, it refers to 
the misconception whereby the ephemeral world of appearances is taken 
to be real. 

nadi 

Nerve; psychic current, 
neo-sannyas 

Initiation rite into discipleship with Osho Rajneesh enacting the vow to 
dedicate one's life to the sole aim of finding Truth and enlightenment. 

nirvana 

Extinction of a flame (ms: out; vana: blown); spiritual liberation, through 
which ego-consciousness is completely "extinguished" or transcended. 

Nisargadatta Maharaj 

Ramesh S. Balsekar's final guru. He was a renowned jnani who lived in 
Bombay (1897-1981). His teachings are presented in Ramesh's book Pointers 
from Nisargadatta Maharaj (Chetana, Bombay; 1983) and in Maurice Frydman's 
I Am That (Chetana, Bombay; 1973). 

pranayama 

Breathing exercises in yoga designed to control the vital breath. Yoga 
philosophy holds that the mind and the breath are connected; control of 
one therefore leads to control of the other. 

puja 

The ceremonial worship of a Hindu deity or a guru. 

Ramana Maharshi 

Advaitin sage (1879-1950) who settled at the holy hill of Arunachala near 
Tiruvannamalai in Tamil Nadu, India. He recommended the practice of 
Self-inquiry; Ramana was renowned for the profound sense of silence that 
was conveyed by his presence; he is said to have had an effortless calming 
and clarifying effect on those who came to him. 

rishi 

Ancient sage or seer. 



sadhana 

Spiritual practice or strive performed in the course of spiritual search. 
Traditional sadhanas are meditation {yoga), inquiry ( jnana ), devotion ( bhakti) 
and selfless service (seva). Different persons are suited to different kinds of 
sadhana. 

samadhi 

1. The highest condition of human consciousness, in which the subject-object 
(seer-seen) distinction is transcended; absorption in the Self; 2. The memorial 
of a sage; 3. Mahasamadhi: the death of a sage. 

samsara 

Worldly illusion; the cycle of birth and death; the. mistaken notion that the 
individual subjective "I" (the. ' / me"-notion) and the objective manifestation 
are real. 

sangha 

An association or assembly; the community living in the presence of a dead 
or living guru or teacher. 

satguru 

The guru within — the Self, or Consciousness; also, the transmitter of 
enlightenment. 

satsang 

Association with the Truth; being in the presence of one who embodies the 
ultimate Reality. 

siddhis 

Attainment or accomplishment; supernatural powers acquired through 
spiritual practices. Siddhis may constitute a potential obstruction to 
enlightenment because their acquisition and possession gratifies the ego. 

"soham" 

"I am That." Concise statement of non-duality, affirming the identity of the 
knowing subject “l” with the entire reality ("That") of known objects, 
appearing as the world. See Advaita. 

Tiruvannamalai 

A small town in Tamil Nadu, about five hours by bus from Madras or 
Bangalore. It is next to the sacred hill, Arunachala, where Ramana Maharshi 
lived. His ashram is built at the foot of the hill. See Ramana Maharshi. 

tapasya 

Ascetic practice; depriving oneself of bodily comforts in order to enhance 
one's spiritual progress. 



Vedanta 

Literally, the end of the Vedas (see below), and therefore the culmination of 
knowledge; one of the six schools of Hindu philosophy, upholding the 
doctrine of pure non-duality ( Advaita ). 

Vedas 

The highest, oldest, and most sacred scriptures of the Hindus; said to be 
divinely inspired, the Vedas constitute the ultimate authority for the Hindu 
religion. 

vipassana 

Literally: "discernment, clear seeing." The term is used for a form of 
meditation (developed in Theravada Buddhism) where mental and physical 
appearances are witnessed as coming and going, without becoming involved 
with them. The aim is to arrive at a clear knowledge that all appearance 
keeps changing. Thus, one is meant to give up all futile attachment to what 
keeps passing away; so that one finally comes to a position of unshakable 
calm and clarity, quite undisturbed by anything which may occur. This is 
said to be the main meditation that helped the Buddha to enlightenment. 

yoga 

Union; spiritual practice according to the philosophy of Patanjali. 





The Gentle Hammer and the Friendly Sword This little booklet encapsulates the 
spiriutal teachings of Ramesh S. Balsekar. It consists of his answers to 19 
key questions put to him by the editor, Madhukar Thompson, at a seminar 
given in the idyllic surroundings of Kovalam Beach, Kerala, India. The 
brevity and simplicity of the extracts featured make it an ideal introduction 
to Ramesh's Advaita Vedanta teachings. 



ENLIGHTENMENT 
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Enlightenment? Who Cares! "The whole problem is that the individual 
seeks enlighten-ment as an object which can bring happiness, or the 
cessation of unhappiness. But so long as there is a "me" seeking 
enlightenment, enlightenment cannot happen." This book, and its 
prequel Enlightenment May or May not Happen, document the teachings of 
Ramesh S. Balsekar, as expressed in response to questions regarding 
the spiritual search and related issues. In conversations recorded 
during his daily teaching sessions, Ramesh repeatedly affirms the 
impersonal nature of life and seeking. As the spiritual search 
progresses, the seeker's identification with the fictitious "me"-entity 
weakens until there is no one left to care whether enlightenment 
happens or not. "When you come to that stage, it is likely that 
enlightenment will happen at any time." A series of humorous cartoons 
accompany the transcripts, underscoring kev aspects of the teachings 
they illustrate. 
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Enlightenment: An Outbreak In an absorbing senes of interviews and intimate 
conversations in which Ramesh S Balsekar and five of his enlightened 
disciples describe their spiritual search and its culmination in 
enlightenment. The role of the guru in this process, and the nature of their 
post-enlightenment experience are explored Full of fascinating insights 
and touching personal anecdotes, this book will appeal to anyone who is 
even remotely interested in spirituality 











Enlightenment: Never Found—Never Lost This book documents the 
teachings of Papaji (Sri Harilal Poonja) using material drawn from 
extensive recordings of his satsangs held in Lucknow, India. Illustrated 
by a series of humorous cartoons devised by the editor, Madhukar 
Thompson, the book charts his experience as a disciple of Poonjaji. The 
dramatic 'love affair’ between the guru and the disciple eventually 
comes to an explosive end, but it also provides many precious insights 
into the guru-disciple relationship and the true nature of freedom. 


Teachings en Route to Freedom Throughout history, India has produced 
an extra-ordinary range of religious traditions and, even today, 
innumerable spiritual teachers—some bogus, some genuine —can be 
found there. This book documents Madhukar Thompson's encounters 
with a wide range of gurus: Osho Rajneesh, U.G. Krishnamurti, 
Annamalai Swami, Ranjit Maharaj, Tulku Urgyen Rinpoche, Choekyi 
Nyima Rinpoche, Dadaji, Lakshmana Swami, Harish Madhukar, 
Andrew Cohen, Gangaji, Giridhar and Kiran whom he sought out in his 
quest for enlightenment. It presents a compilation of remarkably diverse 
spiritual teachings as expressed in conversations which were recorded 
over a period of 17 years. 


Of Jewels, Pigs and Freedom This is a selection of 
14 full-color cartoons inspired by the teachings 
of Papaji (Sri Harilal Poonja), as featured in the 
book Enlightenment: Never Found —Never Lost. 
Devised by Madhukar Thompson who spent 
two years in Lucknow as one of Poonjaji's closest 
disciples, the clarity and humor of these 
postcards reflect the powerful experience of 
satsang with this remarkable guru. 





Zorba 'n Buddha Your Way to Freedom In this set of 14 
full-color postcards, Madhukar Thompson takes 
a light-hearted, even mischievous, look at the 
world of Osho. His lengthy experience as one of 
Osho Rajneesh's disciples enables him to present 
an insider's view, pointing up the humorous 
aspects of a neo-sannyasin's life of celebration 
and meditation, and the controversial teachings 
of this notorious guru. 
















Enlightenment by Airmail and Enlightenment i la Carte Selected 
highlights of the lively and light-hearted cartoons which 
illustrate Enlightenment May or May Not Happen and 
Enlightenment? Who Cares! are gathered together into these 
two Post Card collections. Each collection consists of a set of 20 
detachable full-color cartoon postcards whose humor vividly 
highlights the wisdom of Ramesh's Advaita Vedanta 
teachings. Send them off to amuse and "enlighten" your 


The Seeker and His Search 
Meditation 

Each of these postcard collec¬ 
tions contains 10 detachable 
full-color cartoons devised by 
Madhukar Thompson. Their in¬ 
spiration has been distilled 
from his experiences during 
two decades of spiritual search, 
and while each collection fo¬ 
cuses on a different theme, 
their common purpose is to 
highlight the funny side of spir¬ 
ituality. They will be enjoyed 
by full-time, part-time (and 
even flexi-time!) seekers every¬ 
where. 


Enlightenment 

Master! 





These titles mav be ordered directly from Neti Neti Press or Pacifica. For further information, 
e-mail, write, call, or fax to: 


India 


Germany 


USA 


Neti Neti Press 
H Shcetal Apts 
Kutvedexvaai 
Koregaon Park 
Pune- 411001 
Tel/Fax 91-212-603338 
E-nunl (netiju'tiui yiihoo.com) 
ivimv. ncti-nctt.org 


Neti Neh Press 
Kiefeniwee 10 
6 4319 Pjunestadt 
Tel/Fax: 49-6157-3471 


Piri/tea 
BO Box 120 
Haiku 

Haivai. 96 70S 
Tel: l-SSS-740-1270 
Tax: I -SOS-575-2072 

E-mail: molianmaunit hot mail com 














k.Only with the guru's 
grace enlightenment 
can happen 


There is no 
teacher, no student 
no teaching * 


Enlightenment 
may or may 
not happen 


Enlightenment? 
Who cares! 


Samadhi !, 


Enlightenment 
is a process, but 
its occurrence is 
always sudden^. 


Effort anc 

'grace make enlighten- 1 
ment happen. Practice/ 
my dear boy, practice! 1 


Enlightenment 
must happen! 


Ah, here he comesTi 
A sure method to , 
kill his ego 


The body 
must be used for' 
salvation 


o O 


"How can I tell if I'm making progress in my spiritual 
search?" "Can I speed it up at all, and if so —how?" 

Answers to these and other crucial recurrent questions 
can be found in this book. But be warned: these answers 
are uncompromising and may shatter your miscon¬ 
ceptions. 

Ramesh S. Balsekar — life-long devotee of Ramana 
Maharshi, and disciple of Nisargadatta Maharaj-has 
been sharing his wisdom with seekers from all walks of 
life, for the past 20 years. Gently but insistently, he points 
to the fact that there is nothing anyone can do to hasten his 
or her spiritual progress, because the individual seeker, 
the ll me"-entity, just does not exist. The outcome of our 
spiritual search is not in our hands. Rather, it is in the 
hands of that power —call it Consciousness or 
God-which turned us into seekers in the first place. All 
manifestation is a reflection of that same impersonal 
Consciousness, and it is That which is seeking and which 
does or does not become enlightened, according to Its own 
ineluctable functioning. 

^Madhukar Thompson recorded, transcribed and edited 
all conversations featured in this book. Brimming with 
earnestness and authenticity, they stand as a vivid 
$ testimony to the modern-day seeker and provide 
invaluable insights into his/her predicament. The text is 
illustrated with a series of cartoons which underscore 
key aspects of Sri Balsekar's teaching. They ensure that 
the book, and the seeking itself, are lively experiences, 
full of enjoyment and liberally sprinkled with laughter. 


Enlightenment^ 
happened ..? 


ISBN 0-^5245-1-1 

























